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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
b [}

\“ From June through September 1987, Syllogistics, Inc.,, and the Hay Group
conducted a study to examine the strengths and weaknesses of the current United States
Air Force Officer Effectiveness Report (OER) system and to recommend alternative
designs which could improve its usefulness. Two other groups conducted separate but
concurrent efforts with the sam2 study objective. These were active duty and retired
senior Air Force officers at Randolph AFR and students at the Air Force Command and
Staff College. Specific Air Force guidance for the project was that any alternative
éonceptual design to the OER should: 1) focus on the officer’s current job performance;
2) provide good differentiation among officers on potential for promotion and for

successfully executing higher responsibility; and 3) provide some vehicle for giving

officers feedback on their performance to support career development and counseling. ;

The study was carried out in five major phases:

0 A study of the background of the officer evaluation process in the Air
Force, including review of documentation and briefings by Air Force

personnel;

0 The field data gathering phase which included interviews and focus group
discussions with Air Force officers and functional managers, (interviews
and focus groups were conducted at Andrews, Charleston, Langley,

Offutt, Randolph, Scott, and Wright-Patterson Air Force Bases),

1] A review of performance appraisal in non-Air Force organizations
(literature review, industry, other military services and government

entities);

The analysis of the data; and




o

Synthesis of options and recommendations.

KEY FINDINGS

Key findings from the study are described below, by source.

LITERATURE

(]

While a wide variety of performance appraisal methods have been
studied, most are unacceptable because they are either inappropriate to
Air Force needs o: totally impractical to implement. The combination of
éraphic rating scales and verbal descriptions remains, in our judgment,

the only feasible path to pursue,

A performance appraisal system should focus on a single purpose, e.g.,

promotion. Other purposes should be addressed through alternate means.

Performance evaluations can be improved by training the evaluators. This

applies to both rating techniques and the need to rate accurately.

Counseling (performance or career) is best done separately from the

formal evaluation.

OTHER SERVICES

Each of the other services recognizes the special relationship between an
officer and his/her immediate supervisor and has tried to reduce the
conflict between maintaining this relationship and providing an honest

evaluation.

vi




Each of the services has some mechanism for minimizing inflation in

ratings, including peer rankings (Navy and Marine Corps), rate-the-rater

(Army), and intensive headquarters review (U.S. Coast Guard).

INDUSTRY

Since the principal purpose of performance appraisal in the private sector
is to support relatively short-term compensation decisions, much of what

is done there would not meet Air Force needs.

Some type of rating control is prevalent in the private sector, but it is

usually driven by the compensation or merit increase budgets.

Performance feedback is encouraged and emphasized as an important
component in supervisor-subordinate relationships, and most private

sector organizations uain supervisors to give such feedback.

AIR FORCE CULTURE

There exists the perception that the Air Force officer corps is an elite

group who are all above average.
The "controlled system” had a very negative effect on morale.
There is an unwillingness to openly make fine distinctions among officers.

Career advancement is often viewed as more important than job

performance, especially by junior officers.

DEVELOPMENT OF CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS

Building upon the foregoing rich and diverse baseline of information, the

Syllogistics/Hay study team developed three alternative approaches to enhance the OER

vii




process. These alternatives were developed in accordance with several design criteria

and guiding considerations. The design criteria stated that an improved OER should:

0 Focus on job performance, not peripherals;

0 Provide differentiation in potential for promotion;

o Be acceptable to the officer corps;

0 Provide a means for developing subordinate officers; and
o Minimize the administrative burden.

In addition to these criteria the project team worked with a number of

considerations, including:

] Alternative OER designs should reflect and sustain the larger Air Force
culture;
o Within the Air Force, the alternative OER designs should encourage

change in attitudes and habits concerning the OER;

o Promotion board judgment, not mere statistics, should be the ultimate

method of making career decisions; and
o Alternative OER designs should be practical to implement.

RECOMMENDED OER DESIGNS

The study-developed alternatives share a number of common elements but
represent three levels of departure from current practices. Common elements in the
designs include a parallel, "off-line" feedback system between the rater and ratee; ratings

on fewer performance factors; a single verbal description of performance which focuses

viil




on specific sccomplishment, not adjectives; computer basing of ratings; an improved
method for producing job descriptions; and having potentia! rating done only by officers
abeve the level of the rater. The principal distinguishing factor among the three
alternatives resides in the methods used to assure that differentiation among officers is

built into the system.
CONCEPTUAL DESICN 1

The first alternative accomphisic: differentiation in the same way as does the
current Air Force system. That is, differentiation is represented by the level of the final
. indorser. Discipline is maintained by persuvasion from the Chief of Staff to the
MAJCOM commanders and by providing promotion boards with information on the

distribution of indorsements produced by each command.

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 2

The second alternative calls for ratings of performance by the rater on a number
of scales and rating of potential by the indorser on a separate series of scales. T.is
method attempts to obtain a fair degree of dispersion through the "rate-the-rater”
concept.  Specifically, rating and indorsing histories become part of every OER
submitted to a promotion board and also become part of the rating and indorsing
officers’ records (and selection board folders) to be considered in their own evaluations.
This alternative would provide a powerful stimulus to differential ratings. However,
given the Air Force history and culture favoring “firewalling", there is substantial risk
that this approach would meet considerable resistance to compliance from the officer
corps; since with a changed svstem, many officers would be rated significantly lower

than they are currently.
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 3

The third and preferred alternative, differentiation through top block constraint,
is designed to reduce any stigma of “"negative" ratings, while simultaneously placing
greater emphasis behind recommendations for early promotion by limiting them to ten
percent of each grade at the wing level or equivalent. This ten percent target would
allow for the overt ideatification of the truly outstanding performers. At the same time,
it is a small enough minority of the population so as not to threaten officers who are not
included in the ten percent stratum. By this approxch, the rater would evaluate the
overwhelming majority of officers as “meeting and sometimes exceeding" job
requirements. The rater is encouraged to limit the number of officers rated "consistently
exceeds the job requirements,” through the rate-the-rater concept. The wing
commander, on the other hand, would be compelled by regulation to comply with the

ten percent early promotion recommendation limit.

Based on the study findings and analysis, the consulting team believes that the
third alternative is most likely to meet the Air Force's needs in both the short and long
term. Ia the short term, the amount of differentiation is very modest, but the possibility
of acceptance without major upheaval is reasonable. In the long run, as the ten percent
ratings and indorsements are distributed, promotion boards will be compariug individuals
with variable and qurlitatively different records (since an individual may receive

di{ferent top block ratings on different factors from different raters and indorsers).

OTHFER RECOMMENDATIONS

Some changes are also recommended in the information supplied to promotion
boards. In addition to supplying rating and indorsing histories, it is recommended that

only OERs in the current grade or the previous five OERs (whichever is greater) be

provided, the board be given a list of Special Category Units (SPECAT) that are likely




to have a high proportion of outstanding officers, and a thorough exposition of the
rating tendencies either of the command or of the raters/indorsers be provided to the

boards along with the selection folders.

The final recommendation focuses on the importance of a carefully planned and
deliberate implementation of any modification to the OER process. This is indeed a
critical consideration; since the implementation phase involves a number of complex

stages and sets the stage for the acceptance (or non-acceptance) of a modified officer

evaluation system.

The report provides the necessary rationale and backup information for each of
the conclusions and recommendations. We believe that the recommendations arz
workable and, if implemented, will contribute significantly toward assuring the

continuation of a quality officer force.
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

From June through September 1987, Syllogistics, Inc., in conjunction with the
Hay Group, conducted a study to examine the strengths and weaknesses of the current
United States Air Force Officer Evaluation Report (OER) and to recommend alternative
designs which could improve its usefulness. This report documents the findings and

recommendations from that study, and is organized in the following way.

Section I gives the historical background of the OER and explains the project's
objectives and tasking. Section 1I sets out the procedures which were followed in the
study. Section IIl presents the findings of the data collection and analysis phases of the
study from non-Air Force sources, while Section IV gives the Air Force specific
findings. Qur rationale in formulating alternative OER designs is given in Section V
followed by indepth descriptions of these alternatives for improvement of the OER
system. Section VI outlines a proposed implementation plan and Section VII concludes

with summary observations of the study group.

The assessment of officer performance is an important function for the United
States Air Force and makes & significant contribution to the maintenance of the
consistent high quality of its officer force. The Air Force uses the OER for several
purposes, including: selection for promotion and school assignment; job assignment

decisions; and augmentation. and separation decisions,

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The Air Force like many large organizations has experienced inflated evaluation
ratings and/or evaluation systems which were incompatible with their overall purposes.

There have been six distinct phases in the Air Force OER system since the establishment

of the Air Force as a separate service in 1947. These are: 1) the forced choice method




“adopted from the Army in. 1947-49; 2) the critical incident method used from 1949-52;
3) rating of performance factors with narrative commentary, 1952-1960; 4) the “9-4"
system, 1960-1974; 5) the "controlled era”, 1974-1978; and finally, 6) & return to a
mechanism similar to 3) from 1978 to the present. Although these phases will be

discussed in greater detail in the following pages, two characteristics have recurred

throughout this history.

The first characteristic is that throughout all the OER changes, major and minor,
the Air Force has availed itself of extremely high-level expertise, from academia,
industry, and in-house, in its deliberations. The Air Force has over the years been

willing to consider many state~of-the-art approaches to performance appraisal.

The second characteristic is the fundamental conflict between administrative need
for differentiation, as institutionalized through the "up or out" system, versus an

institutional reluctance to identify less than outstanding performance.

PHASE 1: 1947-1949

Initially the Air Force adopted the A:my systera for its OER program. This
system included narrative comment, but the primary rating tool was the forced choice
method which had been developed during World War Il by industrial psychologists as a
means of reducing bias in the ratings of Army officers. In this method the rater is
asked to choose from sets of phrases those which are most and least descriptive of the
ratee. Raters did not know how the overall rating would come out, as the OER forms
were machine read and scored according to a "secret” formula. The forced choice system

was discontinued due to the lack of rater acceptance. The raters wanted to know how

they were "grading” their subordinates.




PHASE 2: 1949-1952

In 1949 a new evaluation system was implemented which incorporated the critical
incident approach as well as mandatory comments by the rater. The front side of the
form showed the rater's comments about certain ratee traits and aspects of performance
along with the indorsement. The reverse side covered proficiency and responsibility
factors on which the rater evaluated the ratee. The scores were then multiplied by a

weighting factor, totaled, and divided by the number of factors to derive & total score.

This system was terminated in 1952 due to inflation of ratings and problems with
the scoring of the forms. Total score became the predominant concern, outweighing
individual factor scores. In addition there was some indication that inappropriate
weights had been assigned to certain factors. Finally, the ratings on the front and
reverse sides of the form often showed an illogical relationship and the form was very

time-consuming to complete,
PHASES 3 AND 4: 1952-1974

In 1952 a third OER system was implemented. This system was derived from a

study of private organizations, the other U. S. military services, and the Royal Canadian

Air Force.

The basic form of the 1952 system incorporated six performance factors which
were rated against graduated standards. The reverse side of the form cailed for an

overall rating as well as providing space for the indorsement.

Although there have been many forms as well as policy changes since the 1952

system was implemented, the basic form and aim of the system have remained

consistent, with the exception of the 1974-1978 period, through the present.




The changes which have occurred to the 1952 system include the timing of OER
preparation. Thi§ has alternated between a presﬁribed date and occurrence of an event,
e.g., a permanent change of station move. The period of supervision in which a
supervisor must have observed the work of a subordinate for rater qualification purposes
has gone from 60 to 120 days, to 90 days and back to 120 days. The relationship of the
rater to the ratee have shifted from the officer in charge of career development in 1952
to the immediate supervisor in 1954. In addition, at various points the rank of the rater
and of the indorser relative to the ratee has been variously controlled and uncontrolled.
The number of top blocks which could constitute an outstanding overall rating has for
psychological reasons, alternated between 1 block and 3. One top block supposedly sent
the message that most officers should fall in the "middle of the pack." Three top blocks

were thought to encourage greater differentiation.

In 1960 the "9-4" system was begun. The 9-4 system continued to use the overall
9 point scale evaluation from previous systems but added to it a requirement to rate
promotion potential on a scale from 1 to 4. Initially, the 9-4 system did bring some
discipline to the ratings but eventually the ratings became "firewalled" at the top score
of 9-4. This inflation occurred even with an extensive educationai program to warn

evaluators against rating inflation,

By 1968 ratings inflation had once again rendered the OER system ineffective,

Nine out of ten officers received the highest rating, 9-4.

Development work on a8 new system began in 1968 and continued through 1974
when the controlled OER came into being. During this six year pericd four major
designs were put forth as collaborative efforts of the Air Force Human Resources

Laboratory, industry, universities, government laboratories, foreign military services, the

other Armed Services, the Air University, and the Air Staff.




PHASE §: 1974-1978

In 1974 the controlled OER era began. The basic form of the previous OER was
retained but raters were instructed to distribute their ratings as follows: 50% in the Ist
and 2nd blocks (two highest) with a limit of 22% in the highest block. Although the
system had been extensively discussed and pretested prior to implementation, it

encountered almost immediate resistance.

The basic problem with the controlled OER was that officers who were
experienced in a system that gave top marks on just about all evaluations understandably
resisted a system where top marks became the exception. Perceptions centered about the

notion that a "3" rating was the end of an upward career track in the Air Force.

Although educational efforts were made to overcome such misgivings and
ultimately only the top block was controlled, the initial anxiety about the system was
never overcome. In 1978 the controlled OER era ended when the Air Force leadership
decided that individual need for a less stressful OER system was more important than

the management benefits of differentiation,
PHASE 6: 1978-PRESENT

Since 1978, the OER has retained performance factors, narrative comment, and
promotion potential ratings. The majority of ratings are again “"firewalled" to the top
blocks and the discriminating factor has become the rank of the indorsing officia! and

the words in his/her narrative remarks. Table I-1 shows various characteristics of the

OER since 1947.
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES & TASKING

The Air Force leadership is concerned that the OER has again become less than
effective for its intended purposes. Some of the features which have been observed to
be deficient and which an acceptable revision should possess are: 1) focuses on the
officer”, current job performance, 2) provides good differentiation among officers on
potential for promotion and for successfully executing higher responsibility, and 3)
provides some vehicle for giving officers feedba.k on their performance to support
career development and counseling. In order to achieve these goals, the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Personnel directed that a study of the OER be performed, to result in

recommendations for an improved Air Force OER system and for its implementation.

Three groups were tasked to perform this study. The first of these groups is
composed of active duty and retired senior Air Force officers and is based at Randolph
AFB, Texas. The second group is composed of twelve students at the Air Force
Command and Staff College at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. They conducted their study as
a class project. The Syllogistics/Hay team is the final study group. This team was
chosen to provide an independent, outside view of the officer eva'uation issue and to
apply the expertise of the private sector to the solution of the problems. This study is

th. basis of this effort.

The Syllogistics-Hay team was specifically tasked to study the current Air Force
Officer Evaluation Report piocess to determine its strengths and weaknesses, to apply
their knowledge of available methods for performance appraisal, and to develop one or

more conceptual designs for an improved OER process 222 recommendations for the

implementation of the design(s).




SECTION I1

METHOD

The study was carried out in five major phases: 1) a study of the background of
the officer evaluation process in the Air Force, including review of documentation and
briefings by Air Force personnel; 2) the field data gathering phase, which included
interviews and focus group discussions; 3) a teview of performance appraisal from non-
Air Force sources; 4) the analysis of the data; and 5) synthesis of options and
recommendations. Each of these phases will be described in some detail in the following

sections.
PHASE 1: BACKGROUND STUDY

At the outset of the study, the Air Force provided a briefing to contractor
personnel, covering several aspects of the OER, its purposcs and the process by which it
is completed. The briefing described the current officer evaluation report form and its
evolution through the history of the Air Force, with information on the lessons learned
as each change was implemented. It described the philosophy of officer evaluation, as it
has evolved, and the difficulties which have recurred through time, especially inflation

of ratings and "gaming" of the evaluation system.

At the contractor's request, an additional briefing was provided, covering the Air
Force promotion system and its interaction with officer evaluation. This briefing
provided valuable background oa the operation of promotion boards, on the use of the
OER in promotion decisions, and on the officer force structure and factors affecting

promotion opportunities,

Copies of briefing materials, as well as pertinent reports, Air Force regulations

and other publications were provided to the contractors. Contractor personnel carefully




reviewed these materials. This was an essential step in the preparation for the next

study phase, the gathering of data from Air Force personnel and others.

PHASE 2: DATA GATHERING

The data gathering phase of the study had four components. The first was
personal interviews with individual Air Force officers who are highly knowledgeable of
the personnel policies and procedures relating to officer evaluation. These officers
ranged from general officers in command and policy-making positions to mid-level
officers responsible for administration of the OER system. In each case, an interview
guide (see Appendix D) was used to direct the discussion and to ensure coverage of
points which the contractors had determined to be of major importance to th2 study.
Notes were taken in all interviews for later analysis by the study team. All interviews
were conducted by senior team members with extensive experience and expertise in
interview techniques. The interviews ranged in length from one to three hours, A list

of the officers interviewed is displaved at page D-2.

The second data gathering component was the convening of focus groups of six
to eight Air Force officers each to discuss the OER process. The nine groups included
ranks from lieutenant to major general, but each group was composed of officers of
similar rank (e.g., lieutenants and junior captains, lieutenant colonels and colonels). Some

groups included only rated officers or only support officers, while others were mixed.

A list of the groups, their location, and composition is given in Table II-1.




TABLE 11-1

FOCUS GROUPS IDENTIFICATION

Group No. Location Ranks Other Information
1 Randolph AFB General Promotion Board
Officers Members
2 Pentagon Colonel All Air Staff; mixed
Rated/Non-rated

3 Randolph AFB Lt/Junior Capt Non-rated; support
4 Charleston AFB Lt/Junior Capt Rated; operations
5 Randolph AFB Sr Capt/Maj Rated: operations

6 Randolph AFB Sr Capt/Maj Nonrated; support

7 Randolph AFB Maj/LtCol Rated; operations

8 Charleston AFB Maj/LtCol Non-rated; support
9 Randoiph AFB LtCol Mixed rated/non-

rated; ops/support

Each focus group was conducted by two contractor personnel, with additional
personnel present as recorders at most sessions. One of the two served as chief
facilitator and led the group discussion with the aid of a discussion guide (see Appendix
D). The second facilitator was less active, entering the discussion only infrequently, and
assisting in maintaining the focus of the session. The Air Force personnel in the groups
were informed of the purposes and method of the study at the beginning of each session
and were encouraged to be honest and open. The contractor’s goal in these groups was
to elicit information, not only on the operation of the OER system, but more
importantly on how officers feel about the process and how it affects their careers.

Each focus group met for approximately one and one-half to two hours.

The third component of the data gathering effort was a series of interviews with

persons responsible for sdministering officer evaluation systems of the U.S. military

services other than the Air Force and of the US Department of State and the Canadian




Armed Forces. These interviews were conducted to learn about details of the officer
performance evaluation systems of these services. The interviews focused upon
identifying the ways in which these systems differ from the Air Force OER system and
the significance of such differences. Each respondent was asked about specific strengths

and weaknesses of the system which he/she administered, and most respondents provided

documentation on their systems.

The fourth data gathering component was a series of telephone interviews with
representatives of major _orporations which have active management performance
appraisal programs. These interviews were conducted to obtain information on current
private sector performance evaluation practices. Fourteen interviews were completed,
using an interview guide (see Appendix C) to ensure that all major points were covered.

The interviews were performed by persons with expertise in private sector performance

evaluation issues.
PHASE 3: LITERATURE REVIEW

In addition to the study of the background materials provided by the Air Force,
the contractors searched and reviewed 2 large sample of historical and current literature
on performance appraisal. Textbooks and review articles were used for an overview of

*traditional" performance appraisal methods, an for information on the salient features

of each of these methods,

Special attention was given to cuirent research literature, with the goal of
identifying and evaluating currently popular appraisal methods and systerus. This

literature was reviewed selectively, with emphasis on issues and methods which appeared

especially relevant to the needs of the Air Force.




PHASE 4: DATA ANALYSIS

The data analysis effort included several elements, some of them performed
concurrently., Since the literature review analysis produced a conceptual framework

within which other information was analyzed, it will be discussed first.

The literature review findings were analyzed and organized in several ways,
First, the information was searched to determine major features which are common to
all or most perfurmance appraisal systems. These features were listed and used in the
analysis of data from other sources (see below). The study team also developed a
taxonomy of performunce appraisal systems, based on what is evaluated, what measures
are used, and the techniques by which the measures are applied. The next step was to
identify in the literature a consensus on the ....aonship between organizational
characteristics and performance appraisal methods. This resulted in a number of
principles relating organizational characteristics to the categories of appraisal methods

which have been found to te appropriate to them.

The material from the briefings and documents provided by the Air Force was
reviewed to extract major recurring themes or issues. These issues were listed and
classified for use when evaluating alternative proposals for changes to the OER process.
Those issues which emerged as most important were also compared with the data
gathered in interviews and focus groups, (i.e., Are the historically important issues still

seen as important by current officers?)

The notes from interviews with Air Force personnel and from the Air Force

focus groups were analyzed to determine major issues. A capsule description of each

issue was prepared, and where specific issues could be identified with particular




population groups, this was done. Certain issues, for example, were of concern more to
rated than to non-rated officers; others were more salient to junior officers than to

senior officers.

The issues were categorized into groups according to their content or area of
reference, for example, issues relating to the OER form, to the OER process, to the.
matter of control of rating distributiotis. The study team was careful to document the
perceived strengths of the present system as well as its perceived weaknesses. The study
team also noted its impressions of Air Force cultural gnd organizational characteristics
which interact with the OER process, since these are of great importance in determining

the acceptability and feasibility of any proposed changes to the OER process.

The data from jnterviews with the other services and departments were reviewed
and analyzed to extract major features of each performance appraisal system. A
comparison matrix was prepared to facilitate understanding of these systems and of their
similarities and differences. These systems were also examined to determine how each

deals with the issues which had been found to be of greatest importance to the Air

Force.

The information gathered by telephone interview from large corporations was
subjected to an analysis similar to that used for the other military services. Major
features of each corporation’s performance appraisal system were extracted, and a matrix

was prepared comparing the features across companies.
PHASE §: SYNTHESIS OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Upon completion of the data analysis, the study team began developing
conceptual designs for improving the Air Force OER process. This involved careful

consideration of the criteria which had teen developed for a successful OER, the

practical considerations wiich had emerged in the analysis phase, and the knowledge




-gained from the literature and from other organizations concerning the feasibility and

effectiveness of various potential solutions to the problems we had identified.

Several preliminary OER designs were outlined, and their salient features were
listed. These features were then discussed during interviews with 20 Air Force officers
pf various ranks, many of whom administer OER processing for their commands or
“activities, to obtain feedback on the value and feasibility of each feature, The feedback
interview results were tabulated and analyzed, and decisions were made by the study
team about features to be retained and those to be discarded or revised. The

preliminary alternative conceptual designs were then revised into final recommended

conceptual designs for presentation at the final briefing and in this final report.




SECTION 111

FINDINGS ON PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL IN NON-AIR FORCE

ORGANIZATIONS

This section gives the findings about performance appraisal in non-Air Force
organizations. These were collected from a review of the performance appraisal
literature, interviews with fourteen private sector organizations, and interviews with

officials from the other armed services as well as the Department of State,
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL: FINDINGS FROM THE LITERATURE

A literature search was conducted during the project with two purposes in mind.
First, we wanted to deterrnine recent trends and developments in the field of
performance appraisal. Second, we hoped to cull from the literature an indication of
standard elements for a performance appraisal system which could be used in our

analysis of, and deliberations over, alternative OER designs.

In addressing these two purposes, this section is organized into four parts. The
first part, Survey and Background, discusses the available litetrature and gives the
historical development and current position of performance .appraisal. The second part,
Standards, offers a set of standards for all performance appraisal systems and discusses
typical errors in appraisal, This part also includes a discussion of the components of any
performance appraisal system. The third part, Methods, describes the primary forms of
performance appraisal with the emphasis on subjective methods and compares these

methods. The fourth part, Implications, offers some conclusions from the literature

search and their implications for the Air Force's inquiry into alternative OER designs.




'SURVEY AND BACKGROUND

The literature on performance appraisal is both extensive and diverse, and
touches on many side issues such as motivation, job satisfaction, equity, etc. The bulk
of the literature focuses on different aspects of documentable performance measures, a
focus which is understandable due to the fegal requirements of Equal Employment

Opporturity legislation,

At the same time, an urea that is somewhat lacking in treatment is that which
‘pertains to such broad organizational issues as the practical and meaningful
implementation of performance appraisal within an organization and th2 matching of

performance appraisal techniques with performance appraisal purposes.

Rating scales, as a performance appraisal technique, have been in use at least
since the 1920s. Although several newer techniques have been introduced, rating scales
still predominate. Much has been written about Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales
(BARS), but the developmental costs appear to outweigh the advantages associated with
the technique. The use of outcome-oriented techniques, suck as manugement-by-
objective, as a performance appraisal method is increas>.g in ponularity as a
management tool, but there is some indication that its popularity for appraisal purposes

may be fading.

The thrust of the literature search was on current literature which for our
purposes was 1985 to the present. Certain standard texts were also used, primarily for
the Methods section. These were Qrganizational Behavior and Personnel Psvchology by
Wexley and Yukl (1977); Personnel: A _Diagnostic Aporoach by Glueck (1978); and,
finally, Applied Psychology in Personnel Management b;{ Cascio (1982).

Performance appraisal, evaluation, or, as it is alternatively called, employee

proficiency measurement, is generally defined as "the assessment of how well an




employee is doing in his/her job" (Eichel and Bender, 1984). The activity of assessing
job performance is certainly widespread in the United States. A Bureau of National
Affairs (BNA) study in 1974, for example, found that three-fourths of supervisors,
office workers, and middle managers have their performance evaluated annually. A
second BNA study (BNA 1975) showed that 54% of blue collar workers participate in
performance appraisal. How these assessments are used by organizations, however,

varies widely and has shifted noticeably over time,

Before 1960, performance appraisals were used by most organizations to justify
administrative decisions concerning salary levels, retention, discharges, or promotions.
In the 1960s, the purpose of performance appraisal grew to include employee
development and organizational planning (Brinkerhoff and Kanter, 1980). In the 1970s,
requirements of the Equal Employment Opportunity laws caused organizations to
formalize performance appraisal requirements in order to jusiify salary, promotion, and

retention decisions (Beacham, 1979).

Currently, performance appraisal is used primarily for compensation decisions
and often for counseling and training development. Performance appraisal is used less
frequently as a basis for promotion, manpower planning, retention/dischaige, and

validation of selection techniques. (Eichel and Bender, 1984; Hay Associates, 1975;

Locker and Teel, 1977),

Although performance appraisal is widely practiced, the activify is still usually
regarded "as & nuisance at best and a necessary evil at worst” (Lazer and Wikstrom,
1977). This attitude towards performance appraisal seems to be held often by both
evaluator and evaluatee. Schneier, Beatty, and Baird (1986) note that the reqni_rements
of performance appraisal systems often clash with the realities of organiutionil culture

and of managerial work. For example, a manager often has an interest in taking

decisive action whereas the performance appraisal may have ambiguous, indirect results.




Employee attitudes toward organizational pror _tional systems have also been found to
be negative. In one study of such attitudes it was found that respondents believed that
personality was the most significant factor in career advancement and that promotion

decisions were usually made subjectively and arbitrarily by superiors (Tarnowieski,

1973).

Regardless of the perceptions, performance appraisal is a necessary organizational

activity. The following sections describe the current state of this activity.

STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

Whatever performance appraisal system is used, there are certain standards which
the system should meet. The literature identifies five such categories of criteria, namely:
legality, validity, reliability, acceptability, and practicality (i.e., cost and time). Theo

categories are closely related and must be defined in relation to one another.

Legality refers to the legal requirements for performance appraisal systems,
which are the same as for any selection test in that they stipulate that the performance
appraisal system be valid and reliable. Yalidity, in turn, refers to the extent to which an
instrument or method measures what it purports to measure. For example, an
organization decides to evaluate an employee's performance. If the goal of the
performance appraisal is seiection for promotion then the performance factors to be
evaluated must be selected based on an idea of what will be successful performance
indicators for the next level position. This evaluation would not be valid unless it could
be demonstrated that success in the selected factors was a predictor of success in the job

to which the employee was being promoted.

Apart from legal implicatibns. it must be noted that the idea of validity is

important at the more elementary level of organizational planning as well. If the

organization were to evaluate job performance for developniental purposes then the




evaluation must be designed to identify individual strengths and weaknesses and must

incorporate a vehicle for communicating this information between the rater and ratee.

The third criterion, reliability, is the extent to which a personne!l measurement
instrument provides a consistent measure of some phenomenon. For example, given the
assumption that a person's skills do not change, an instrument which measures skills

repeatedly would be reliable only if it repeatedly produced approximately the same

scores.

The fourth criterion, acceptability, refers to a system’s having to be acceptable to
both evaluators and evaluatees. By acceptable, we mean that the system be perceived as
fair and supportable within the organizational culture. Findings from one study of
middle-level tﬂanagers indicate that the procedures by which appraisals were made
séemed to affect the perception of fairness to the same degree as the ratings themselves
(Greenberg, 1086). This study also found that procedures that give employees input to

the performance appraisal system are seen as being fairer than those that do not.

The issue of acceptability must be considered whenever there is an attempt to
introduce a new appraisal system into an established organization. No matter how well-
designed an appraisal system is from a technical standpoint, it is not likely to be
effective if it requires behaviors which are incompatible with the customs and
expectations of the organization's members. A well-designed and well-implemented
program of education and treining may improve the acceptability of any appraisal
system, but it will not overcome a fundamental mismatch between the appraisal method

and the corporate values or culture,

Finally, the criterion of practicality refers to the requirement ihat the
performance appraisal system should be fairly simple to administer and reasonable in

terms of time required and cost of development.
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Probiems of Performance Appralsals

Although these standards could go a long way in promoting the integrity of
performance appraisal systems, there are still typical, almost unavoidable errors made in
the performance appraisal process due to the subjective nature of most measurement
techniques combined with the proclivities of the raters. Among these are central

tendency errors, "halo” effects, contrast effects, similarity-to-self errors and opportunity

bias.

Central tendency error is the propensity to grade performance at an average point
on a scale rather than rate at the very high or very low end. Leniency and strictness are
different manifestations of the same theme -- leniency being defined as the tendency to

constantly rate at the higher end of the scale and strictness the reverse.

A second common difficulty is referred to as the "halo” effect. The halo effect
occurs when an evaluator assesses all factors based on the evaluator's own feelings about
one or more factors of performance, rather than assessing each factor objectively. Halo
effect can be reduced either by changing the sequence in which the evaluator rates

performance factors or by making the performance factors more specific.

Contrast effects occur when a person is evaluated against other people rather
than agsinst the requirements of a job. For example, three people are up for a
promotion, one average and twc less than average performers. The evaluator promotes
the average performer because he or sh. looks bdetter in contrast to the other two

candidates, not because he/she is necessarily qualified for the promotion.

Similarity-to-self error occurs when an evaluator rates a person based on the

evaluator's (often unconscious) perception of how similar that person is to him- or

herself. This similarity could be in terms of job experience, educational background,




personal preferences, etc. Once again, the evaluator is not using a job related criterion

to make his/her rating decision,

Opportunity bias is a rating error which can manifest itself in two ways. The
first is when objective data which may or may not be job related are used in an
evaluation. Such objective datu could be absenteeism, tardiness, sick leave, etc. These
data are objective and readily available, but may be over-emphasized relative to other

aspects of the job which are unable to be measured objectively.

The second way in which opportunity bias occurs is often associated with
evaluations for employees of field offices, remote sites, etc., by headquariers personnel.
In this manifestation, the evaluator tznds to downgrade the field personnel because their

work is not visible to the eviluator.
Components of Performance Appraisa(

Prior to Jdiscussing specific methods of performance appraisal, the actual
components of the performance appraisal system neec to be identified. These include
goals, methods of performance appraisal, indicators of performance, schedule of

appraisals, and evaluators.

Goals. The goal or purpose of performance appraisal is usually either to support
the administrative needs of the organization or to facilitate individual employee
development. The goal of the performance appraisal should drive the type of
performance appraisal system used and the type of performance information collected.
For example, the primary administrative uses of performance appraisal are for
compensation and promotion decisions. One would assume, then, that an organ»iution
would make these decisions based on assessment of current performance ana would
choose a performance appraisal method which would provide that information. The

same idea would hold for the organization whose performance appraisal goal is employee
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_development, The method chosen in this case should give an indication of employee

strengths and weaknesses,

There is indication in the literature that performance appraisal for multiple
purposes which include development tends io fail on the development side. One important
study showed that employees became defensive about performance counseling when a
compensation decision was dependent on a favorable rating (Meyer, Kay & French,
1965). For this reason some authors argue for separate performance appraisal systems

for different purposes or at least for separating the counseling session in time from the

formal evaluation.

Methods. Methods of performance appraisal can be categorized as objective and

subjective methods for purposes of broad differentiation.

Subjective methods, on the one hand, rely on the opinion of an individual or
several individuals regarding an employee's performance. Most often subjective methods
use some sort of scaling device to record these opinions concerning specified
performance factors, There is tremendous variation in these techniques, mainly in the

degree of accuracy attempted by the scale.

Objective methods, on the other hand, use direct measures to rate employees.
Such direct measures can be either rates of production, personnel statistics (e.g., absence

rates, sick days) accomplishment or non-accomplishment of specified performance

objectives or test scores.

Objective methods are generally used with employees whose jobs are repetitive or
production-oriented, Objective measures carry the obvious advantage of not being
dependent on evaluator judgment. However, they may not be as useful to many

organizations as subjective measures because they often reflect outcomes which may not

provide the total, or most important, picture of an individual's performance. In




addition, they frequently fail to provide a means for comparison of performance among
employees. Finally, it is occasionally the case that plausible objective performance
measures simply cannot be devised for a particular job. Practical considerations usually
limit the use of objective techniques, although it is important to note that objective
information can be helpful in supporting subjective ratings, even when correlations

between subjective and objective ratings are low (Cascio & Valenzi, 1978).

Taylor and Zawacki (1984) categorized methods as traditional (i.e.,, use of
quantitative or statistical tools along with judgment by an evaluator to evaluate
performance) or collaborative (i.e., use of some form of joint, evaluator-evaluatee, goal-
setting technique related to performance.) In a study of Fortune 500 companies, these
authors found that collaborative designs brought about improvements in employee
attitudes more often than traditional designs. They also found that, although more
companies were satisfied with collaborative than with traditional designs, there was a
general shift in usage to traditional designs, perhaps due to legal requirements for

precise measurement.

In another study of the effects of goal-setting on the performance of scientists
and engineers, nine groups were formed which varied goal setting strategies (assigned
goals; participatively set goals; and "do your best”) and recognition vehicles (i.e., praise,
public recognition, bonus) (Latham & Wexley, 1982). Those in the groups which set
goals, either assigned or participatively, had higher performance than those in the "do
your best” group. In addition, it was found that those in the participative group set
harder goals and had performance increases which were significantly higher than the

other two goal-setling calegories,

Indicators. Indicators of performance can b2 behaviors displayed by employees,

tangible results of employees performance, and/or ratings on employee traits or qualities

(e.g., leadership, initiative).




There is consensus in the literature that traits are not the preferred performance
indicators. Traits are difficult to define and therefore can lead to ambiguity and poor
inter-rater reliability. Trait rating may also not be helpful from a developmental
position as it is hard to counsel employees, for example, on “drive". Finally, a trait-
oriented appraisal is likely to be rejected by the courts (Latham & Wexley, 1982). It is
difficult to show, first, that a trait has been validly and objectively measured, and
second, that a particular trait is a valid indicator of job performance level. Behavioral
indicators can be shown through job analysis to be valid measures of performance.
Research on these indicators suggests that rating both behaviors and results is the best

course of action (Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975).

Schedule of the Appraisal. Most organizations appraise performance annually,
usually for administrative convenience. Scnedules are often based on employee

anniversary dates with the organization, seasonal business cycles, etc.

Appraisals scheduled once a year solely for administrative convenience are
difficult to defend from a motivational viewpoint, since feedback is more effective if it
immediately follows performance (Cook, 1968). In addition, if all appraisals are
conducted at one time then managers have an enorinous workload, although the annual
dates for all employees need not coincide. Variable schedules for appraisals can be used
when there are significant variations in an employee’s behavior, although problems with
this idea can include inconvenience and lack of consensus over what should constitute

*significant variation*

Evaluators. An evaluator can be the employee's immediate supervisor, several

supervisors, subordinates, peers, outside specialists or the employee him/herself.

In 8 study by Lazer & Wikstrom (1977), the employee's immediate supervisor was

found to be the evaluator for lower and middle management in 95% and for top




management in 86% of companies surveyed. Use of the immediate supervisor as the
evaluator is generally based on the belief that the supervisor is the most familiar with an

individual's performance and therefore the best able to make the assessment.

Several supervisors can be used to make the appraisal, a method which has the
possibility of balancing any individual bias. Eichel and Bender's study (1984) shows that
in 63% of the responding companies another supervisor would join in the appraisal in
some way. Another study (Cummings and Schwab, 1973) showed however, that an
evaluation by a trained supervisor was as effective as by a typical rating committee. In
any event, the research on the cffectiveness of joint appraisal by several supervisors is

sparse and inconclusive.

Peer evaluation, although rarely used, consistently meets acceptabie standards of
reliabjlity and is among the best predictors of performance in subsequent jobs. Also,
peer appraisals made after a short period of acquaintance are as reli.ble as those made
after a longer period (Gordon & Medland, 1965, Korman, 1968; Hollandzsr, 1965). Peer
evaluations may not be used extensively because peers are often reluctant to act as
evaluators or to be evaluated by their peers, supervisors may not want to relinquish their
managerial input to evaluation, and it may be difficult to identifv an appropriate peer

group.

Outside specialists can be brought in to conduct appraisals but this is rare. The
assessment center technique incorporaies outside personnei but this technique is often
expensive in terms of time and manpower. Use of outside specialists was so infrequent

that it was not even reported in the 1975 BNA study.

Self evaluation in the form of either formal or informal input to the appraisal

process was reported in three out of four responding companies in Eichel and Bender's

survey (Eichel & Bender, 1984). Several studies which compared self and sup- ‘visory




assessments showed low agreement between the two techniques (Meyer, 1980). Self
7 assessment appears to be used primarily for employee development purposes, while

supervisory assessment is used mainly for evaluative purposes.

The role of the evaluator is key in most performance appraisal systems, because
most performance appraisal systems rely on the judgment of the evaluator. On this
point the literature supports the idea that evaluator training can be effective in reducing

evaluator error, such as "halo”, especially if the training includes practice (Landy & Farr,

1980).

Within the context of these components of any performance appraisal, specific

methods of appraisal are described next,

METHODS

As discussed in the previous section, methods for performance appraisal can be
divided into objective or subjective. An overview of methods is described below with
the subjective methods first. Appendix B offers a more complete discussion of each

technique along with sample forms.
Subjective Methods

Nine subjective performance appraisal methods are identified in the literature,

including:

Rating Scales. These have been and continue to be the most popular forms of
performance appraisal, In this method, the evaluator is asked to score an employee on
some characteristic(s) on a graphic scale. Characieristics can be personal traits such as
drive, loyalty, enthusiasm, etc., or they can be performance factors such as application
of job knowiedge, time management, and decision-making. Scoring is sometimes left

completely to the judgment of the evaluator; alternatively, standards can be developed
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'which give examples of wiat should constitute a particular scorc on the trait or

performance factor.

The scale on which the factor is scored may be a continuous line or in the

multiple step variation the evaluaior may be forced to score in discrete boxgs.

The widespread use of rating scales is probably attributable to administrative
convenience and applicability across jobs. In theic simplest forms, however, rating scales

are prone to many types of evaluator bias,

Eehaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, or BARS, were developed to address this
problem. BARS provide specific behavioral examples of "good" performance or "poor”
performance developed and validated by supervisors for a particular job. The use of
behavioral examples precludes much of the ambiguity of such descriptors as
"exceptional". BARS, once developed, are fairly easy to use and can provide the
employee with rather specific feedback. BARS are very expensive to develop and
usually are coastructed for each specific job. There seems to be some consensus that on
a job by job basis the expense may be outweigh the vglue. Their most appropriate

application is for very high density jobs such as telephone operators.

Checklists. 1n this method the evaluator is given a list of behaviora! statements
and asked to indicate or check whether he/she has observed the evaluated employee
exhibiting these behaviors. A rating score is obtained .by totaling the checks. Weighted
checklists also use behavioral statements, but weights have been developed for each
statament which correspond to some numerical point on a scale from poor to excellent,
Evaluators indicate presence or absence of each behavior without knowledge of
associated scores, The evaluatee's fi‘pa! score is obtained by averaging the weights of all

items checked.
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 Forced Choice. The forced choice method was developed during World War- Il
by industrial psychologists as a means of reducing bias in the ratings of Army officers.
In this technique groups of statements are developed and grouped, two favorable and
two unfavorable per group. The evaluator is asked to pick from each group of four
statements which are most and least descriptive of the employee being rated. One
~ statement in each group is actually a discriminator of effective and ineffective behavior.
The other statements are not. The rater does not know which statements are the

discriminators and which are not. Scoring is done separately, usually by the personnel

‘department,

The obvious advantage of this technique is that the system, properly constructed,
should reduce subjectivity. However, evaluators are often reluctant to use the method
because they don't know how they are rating employees. In addition, considerable time
is required to develop the discriminating statements properly. Finally, the system does

not effectively support employee development needs.

Critical Incident. Like checklists, the critical incident technique involves
preparing statements which describe employee behaviors. These statements, however,
describe very effective or successful behaviors. Supervisors then keep a record during
the rating period indicating if and when the employee exhibits these behaviors. This
record can be used during the appraisal interview to discuss specific events with
employees. The critical incident technique can be very effective for development

purposes, but is not as useful for compensation or promotion decisions.

Forced Distribution. The forced distribution method asks the evaluator to rate
employees in some fixed distribution of categories, such as 20 percent poor, 50 percent
average, and so forth. This distribution can be done in sequence for different purposes,
i.e., job performance and promotion potential. This technique is sdministratively simple,

but there are several disadvantages to the use of a forced distribution. It is not useful in
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providing feedback to the ratee on his/her performance for use in developmental
counseling. It often encounters resistance from the raters, who are uncomfortable
assigning large numbers of subordinates to categories which are less than favorable. The
use of forced distributions where the ratings of multiple groups must be combined may
also lead to problems, because the groups may not all be seen as of equal "quality® by
raters and ratees. For example, is an average performance in a highly selected work
“group the same as an average performance in a less elite group? If not, how can the

difference be equitably dealt with in the system? Forced distribution is usually done to

‘control ratings and to limit inflation.

Ranking. Ranking involves simply rating employees from highest to lowest
against some criterion. The method carries about the same advantages and disadvantages
as forced distribution but is harder to do as the group size increases. Ranking also does

not allow valid comparison across groups unless the groups share some of the individuals

in common.

Paired Comparison. The paired comparison is a more structured ranking
technique. Each employee is systematically compared one on one against each other
employee in a defined group on some global criterion, such as ability to do the j. ..
When all employees in the group have been scored, the number of times an employee is
preferred becomes, in effect, his/her score. This method gives a straightforward
ordering of employces; however, it does not yieid information which might be helpful

for employee development. Paired comparison, like ranking, does not allow comparison

across groups,

Eleld Review. The field review approach uses an outside specialist, often
someone from the personnel department, to conduct the evaluation. Both the manager
and the subordinate are questioned about the subordinates’ performance, then the

specialist prepares the appraisal with managerial concurrence. The major advantage of
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the field review technique is that it reduces managerial time in the appraisal system and
may provide more standardization in the appraisal s. Managers may, however, delegate
all the appraisal function to the personnel office when in practice the technique is

designed to be a collaborative effort.

Essay Evalyation. In this technique the evaluator writes an essay about the
employee's performance, The essay is usually directed, that is, certain aspects of the
employee's behavior must be discussed. Essays are often used in conjunction with
graphic rating scales to explain a score. One di;advantage of this approach is that the
writing ability of the rater can influence the employee’s final rating if the evaluation is

passed through the organizational hierarchy.
Objective Methods

Objective methods do not rely on the judgment of an evaluator and usually
involve capturing direct information about an employee's proficiency or personal work
statistics such as tardiness, etc. Objective methods are usually restricted to production
oriented and repetitive jobs although they are also applied to jobs which are responsible
for sales, profit or other objective outcomes. Even though objective methods may not
rely on subjective judgments, they are still not a panacea for performance appraisal for
the jobs where they are applicable. This is because the objective data is most relevant
to the assessment of current performance, but probably could not stand alone as a
performance appraisal teéhnique for promotion or development purposes. Judgment as
to the relevance of the data still adds a level of subjectivity which is impossible to

avoid.

Two objective methods, proficiency testing and measurement against production

standards are discussed below.




Proficiency Tests. Proficiency tests measure the proficiency of employees at
doing work and are basically simulations of the work a job entails, Typing tests and
assessment center simulation are examples of this technique. Written tests can also be
used to measure the employee’s job related knowledge. One disadvantage of the testing
technique, in addition to those given generally above, is that some people are more
anxious during a testing situation than in an actual work situation, and these people will
be at a disadvantage if their anxiety affects their performance. A second disadvantage is
that proficiency tests tend to measure what can be done as opposed to what is done daily

‘on the job. For example, lack of motivation on the job may not be reflected in the test

scores.

Measurement Against Production Standards. Production standards are levels of
output which reasonably can be expected from an employee within a given amount of
time. Standards can be set through sophisticated industrial engineering techniques or
they can be as simple as the avarage output of all employees in the givea time. In any

event, an employee’s actual performance can then be measured against the standard

rather than against other employees.
Other Methods

Magagement By Objective (MBO}Y. MBO, which can be a goal oriented
management tool, can be used either separately or simultaneously as a performance
appraisal technique, When MBO is used s a nerformance appraisal technique, the
supervisor and subordinate usually establish performance objectives, often in quantitative
terms, for the rating period. At the end of the rating period, actual performance is
compared to the objectives and scored. In an intuitive sense MBO is very appealing as a

technique for performance appraisal as it appears straightforward, can be used to convey

broad organizational goals, and wusually has a quantitative orientation. Many




organizations have adopted MBO or some form of goal setting for appraisal purposes,

possibly for these reasons (Kane & Freeman, 1986, Eichel & Bender, 1984).

MBO as a performance appraisal technique is relatively new and therefore has
not been studied extensively (for that purpose). The literature does indicate, however,
some areas where MBO can be troublesome. MBO can be difficult as an appraisal
technique if the appraisal is for promotion purposes; because MBO does not provide
relative performance indicators (French, 1984). A second possible problem is that MBO
tends to focus on goals which can be quantified: production rate, return on investment,
etc. Such quantitative goals often do not include or address causal issues.such as
leadership, judgment, etc. In addition quantitative ordanizational goals are rarely the
result of the performance of an individual. Thus, the appraisal may incorporate factors
beyond the control of the individual. For whatever reason, the literature indicates that
MBO and, to some extent, goal setting as a performance appraisal technique may be

decreasing in popularity (Schuster & Kindall, 1974; Kane & Freeman, 1986; Taylor &
Zawacki, 1984).

Comparison of Methods

Table IlI-1 compares the various performance appraisal methods by purpose or

goal of the performance appraisal and by cost in terms of development and usage.

Examination of this table shows that there is no one method which would satisfy
all three purposes: development, compensation allocation, and promotion. It also shows
that costs associated with various systems vary primarily as a function of the amount of
information which must be collected or developed. Finally, the three employee
comparison methods (ranking, paired comparison, and forced distribution) have the
particular advantage/disadvantege of being useful for employee comparison within a

group, but offering considerable barrier to comparing employees across groups.
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In the next part we will discuss conclusions from the literature and some possible

implicatiohs for the Air Force.
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE AIR FORCE

The performance appraisal literature is frustrating in that it tends to dwell more
on specific details of certain methods rather than on larger organizational issues. There

are, however, some themes which appear relevant to the current OER considerations.

The Air Force is a huge and diverse organization which must recruit, train,
develop, and retain its desired work force. In addition, through the up or out system,
the Air Force must constantly pare away at each class of officers. With these thoughts
in mind, the performance appraisal system and the information it can yield to the
individual and the organization take on extraordinary importance. It is also clear,
however, that attempts to increase accuracy in measurement, fairness in procedure, and
information for developmental purposes must be assessed against the administrative

realities and practicalities of a very large and somewhat decentralized organization.

The idea has been offered that the purpose of the performance appraisal system
should drive the type of technique chosen or at least the information collected. The Air
Force, like most organizations, uses performance appraisal now for multiple purposes but
primarily for promotion. If the OER system is to be effective for the purpose of
selection for promotion, then it should focus on that purpose and achieve its other, current

purposes through alternative means.

A variety of performance appraisal methods was described, classified according

to how performance is measured. Examination of these methods suggest that some

methods may be more realistic for the Air Force than others. For example, the
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employee comparison techniques of forced distribution, ranking, and paired comparison
could not be used easily for promotion purposes, because once the rankings within a
particular group have been established, there is no information to support comparisons
across the ranked groups. The problem of equating rankings or distributions across work
gronps or commands does not have a simple solution and is one of the issues which

contributed to the lack of acceptability of the 1974-1978 controlled distribution system.

Critical incident, BARs, and MBO ﬁre, or can be, extremely good techniques for
employee development purposes. [Each technique, however, carries some feature(s)
which would seem to conflict with the administrative realities of such a huge
organization as the Air Force. For example, BARs involves extensive development
resources and a single OER form could not be used across jobs. Critical incident
requires the superior to keep a log on each subordinate throughout the rating period.
MBO tends to focus on short term quantitative effects and, like ranking, does not

provide relative information across people, much less groups.

The forced choice method appears to actually distinguish performance but is also

associated with user resistance and high developmental costs.

Surprisingly, the method which may be the most feasible, given administrative
workload and organizational culture, is the traditional graphic rating scale, which, in

fact, the Air Force uses now,

Rating scales provide relative information, and can be made more or less specific
through anchors or standards (such as the Air Force has now). Also the performance
factors can be used to transmit the emphasis which the Air Force believes its officer
corps should exhibit. The need may be not so much for a new technique to improve the

OER system but rather control of the present technique to reduce inflation and improve

the quality of performance information evaluated. Cuﬁently. the system works with




- informal controls (such as the indorsement process) or with no controls {the tendency to

" firewall on the front sidz of the OER form).

One means of controlling the technique is to influence the rater. This could be
done by including "evaluation of subordinates” as a performance factor on the OER, by

maintaining a history of the ratings given by the rater, or some combination of these.

Evaluations can also be improved through rater training. This idea is very
important if the Air Force wants to move away from the writing style and content habits
currently in use. Raters can be given instruction on the type of behaviors (depending on
technique) to be observed as well as on the organizational desire to have some accurate
means of distinguishing performance. Thus, the training would be two-pronged,

focusing on {) what and how to rate and 2) the need to rate accurately,

The Air Force currently does not include counseling as part of its overall
performance appraisal system but has indicated a desire to do so. The literature seems to
indicate that counseling is best done separately from the formal evaluation. Also, related
to counseling, the literature points to participative goal setting as the most useful

technique in actually changing employee performance and/or attitudes.

Peer evaluation is & promisicg source of information concerning leadership
identification. Peer evaluation seems to be especially applicable in a military setting
where groups of people enter together and attend training schools, etc. where such
evaluations could be conducted. Peer evaluations should only be wused as a

supplementary leadership indicator, however, as there is substantial opportunity for

personal change over a 12-20 year career.

The most fundamental implication appears to be the need for organizational

responsibility toward a performance appraisal system. In order to be useful, a




performance appraisal system cannot be an indepcndent managerial tool but rather a

process which is an organic part of the organization in which it is operating.
Organizational responsibility toward a performance appraisal system encompasses:
0 stating the specific purposes of the performance appraisal;

0 defining those behaviors or performance factors which the organization

has established as being necessary to its mission and culture; and,

0 supporting the performance appraisal system through education of the
workforce and consistent enforcement of performance appraisal guidelines

from the highest levels of the organization to the lowest.
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL: FINDINGS FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

This section discusses the findings of a series of telephone interviews with
representatives of large, well known industrial organizations. The purpose of the
interviews, which were conducted during the months of June and July 1987, was to

obtain data about current performance a)praisal practices and methodology in the

private sector.

Individuals from fourteen organizations were interviewed using a semi-structured

interview approach. The interviews were designed to acquire information about the

following:
1. The purpose(s) of the performance evaluation system;
2. Process issues (who rates, ratings review, timing, etc.);
3. Rager training;
4, Type of system;
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°5.  Feedback; and | i o | I
6. Contro] mechanisms

SAMPLE

Of the fourteen corporations covered, ten belong to the Fortune 100 list and the
remaining four are in the Fortune 500 group. A special effort was made to contact
organizations which were comparable to the United States Air Force in terms of budget
and personnel dimensions, and this was successfully accomplished. The fourteen
organizations are located in the eastern (9) and midwest (5) regions of the country.

Following is a breakdown of the organizations by industry sector:

Aerospace - 4
Electric/Electronics - 6
Chemicals - 3
Pharmaceutical - !

The interviews were conducted with individuals who represented the human
resource management function of their organizations, and were kncwledgeable of and/or

responsible for the performance appraisal system for exempt employees.

FINDINGS

All the organizations had operational performance appraisal systems in place, and
with one exception, all were quite systematic in their approach to evaluating job
performance. The findings about these performance appraisal systems will be discussed

in aggregate and by the following categories:

1. Purpose(s);

2. Type;




Process (who, what, when),
Feedback;

Rater training;

& w AW

Review; and

7. Controls.
Purpose

In gereral, all performance appraisal systems were clearly compensation focused,
- j.e., the priraary purpose of performance appraisals was for short-term compensation and

salary administration issues {me.it increases, incentives, etc.).

The purposes of the appraisal sy.r;tems in these private sector organizations were
few (the maximum number of purposes reported was three) and clearly defined.
Specific purposes were mentioned (all of which were secondary in importance compared
to the short-term compensation purpose) among which are the following:

promotion/succession planning, development, monitoring of performance, and feedback.
Type of System

Ten of the fourteen corporations reported the use of goal setting/MBO-type
performance appreisal systems, with varying degrees of flexjbility. For example, some
organizations described their systems as “straight® MBO procedures, while others reported

that they employed a "loose” version of MBO.

Process

This section will discuss who conducts the rating, the things being rated, and the

timing and frequency of the performance evaluations.




In nine of the fourteen organizations the immediate supervisor was responsible
for conducting the performance appraisal. In three organizations, the evaluation was
performed by the direct supervisor and the rater's supervisor. In one organization the
appraisal had two parts:. one was completed by the ratee and the other by the direct
supervisor. In the remaining organization, the rating was prepared by a group of

directors.

All fourteen participants in the interview process reported that employees are
rated against performance standards, rather than on & comparison with peers. This is an
important distinction because, as shall be discussed later in the "Implications” section,
comparison against peers is used for the most part for promotion/succession planning

purposes, while ratings against performance standards are used almost exclusively for

compensation related activities.

The findings also yield a very interesting dichotomy of performance standards:

1. Results-oriented standards, which measure the results or output of the

employee being rated. Examples would be sales or profit figures for the

rating period.

2. Behavioral standards, which rate the employee’s work behavior rather
than results. The rating factors on the Air Force OEF. are examples of

behavioral standards.

Again, there are important implications in terms of the purpose for which each

set of standards is used, since results-oriented standards tend to be used for the

immediate purpose of determining short term compensation matters, while behavioral

standards are instrumental in promotion/succession planning decisions.




o

Performance appraisals are conducted annually in thirteen organizations (every
six months in one organization). More than 50% of the interviewees reported that the
performance appraisal cycle is driven by the merit increase/salary administration _—
schedule. (This reinforces the notiop that performance appraisals in the private sector

are primarily applied to compensation determinations.) -

The timing of the performance appraisals is also a critical issue. Over 50% of
the interviewed organizations execute the appraisals for all their employees during the
same time period (usually at the end of the fiscal year). This is not an unexpected S %
finding given the prevalence of MBO-type systems. In an MBO system - at least
conceptually - individual goals are derived from the unit’s yearly zoals, and the unit's
goals are themselves derived from the division's yearly goals, and so forth. The foals at
all the different levels of an organization are ultimately derived from the organization's

overall goals; logic and efficiency dictate that accomplishment of goals at ail levals be

assessed simultaneously.

A related process issue refers to the length of time that appraisal forms are kept
in the individual employee's record. For the present sample, the performance appraisal
forms remain in the employee’s record for an average of approximately 3 years, In one
case, only the current appraisal form is part of the record, but the form includes a

section on performance history.

Ecedback

Ali fourteen organizations - with the exception of one participant who indicated
that this was a problem area - encourage and emphasize feedback as an important
component of the supervisor-subordinate relationship. In most of the organizations,
rater and ratee meet at the beginning of the yearly cycle for a goal-setting exercise.

The ratee usually signs off on a list of potential goals or accomplishments.
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Two organizations have an "areas for improvement” section in the appraisal form,
as well as a self assessment section. In one instance, it was reported that

feedback/coaching was one of the main performance factors on which supervisors were

rated.

Bater Training

Twelve of the fourteen organizations require and provide formal rater training
for their supervisors. One person interviewed indicated that rater training was a
“problem area, and another reported that informal training was provided to their
supervisors. The majority of the organizations place a strong emphasis on rater training,
including the distribution of written materials on the subject. In one instance, outside
consultants were hired to provide formal training to supervisors. Several of the

organizations emphasize the goal-setting and feedback aspects of performance appraisal.
Review

In eight of the fourteen organizations the performance appraisal is reviewed by
the rater's supervisor. In {our cases, the sppraisal is reviewed by a group (i.e., group of
supervisors, central office, employee relations department). One organization did not
provide information on this issue, One participant reported that there are three lavels of

revi- # for performance appraisals, when it comes to making promotion decisions,
Coptrols

Eight of the fourteen participants are currently employing a forced distribution
scheme with varying degrees of flexibility, in order to control the rating process,
especially the problem of inflation. Two corporations are considering the

implementation of u forced distribution process, while the remaining four do not have a

control process at this time. In almost all cases, there is a very strong tendency to




carefully monitor performance ratings. (One of the four organizations without controls,
interestingly enough, has encountered a central tendency rather than an inflation

problem.)

Several of the organizations with forced distribution schemes have defined a
rminimum number at which the forced distribution shall be implemented (e.g., 100
employees). 1n addition, the distributions conform to various shapes, although the

tendency is to have small groups at the higher and lower extremes, plus a large group in

the middle.

Whether there is a forced distribution process in operation or not, performance
ratings in general are very carefully monitored at levels several times removed from the

rater, for promotion/succession planning purposes.

IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this section is to discuss the implications of the private sector
findings for the Air Force's OER system. The poteatial impact and applicability of the
key features of performance appraisal systems in the private sector will be examined.
This will be accomplished following the format of the previous section, i.e., by findings

category.
Purpose

Perhaps the single most important finding in the entire interview process was the
Sundamental difference beiween the primary purpose of performance appraisal in the
private sector and in the United States Air Force. The primary purpose of performance
appraisals in the private sector is to make short-term compensation-focused decisions. |

An OER in the Air Force has far-reaching promotion and career implications for the

individual officer. This fundamental difference represents a major obstacle to the




application of private sector practices in the Air Force. However, several key features
of appraisal systems in the industrial world can be successfully incorporated into the Air

Force setting.

A second issue relates to the number of purposes for which performance ratings
are used. Air Force regulations cite no fewer than six purposes for the current OER. It
w.'i be recalled that three was the maximum number of purposes reported by the private
sector interview participants, A useful suggestion would be to reduce ihe number of
purposes for which the OER is used in the Air Force, or at least to specify its primary

purpose(s).
Txpe

The prevalence of goal-setting/MBO systems in the private sector was not
surprising, given the compensation focus of the systems. Several features of an MBO-
type system -- clear performance objectives, increased communications between rater
and ratee, coantinuity, goal orientation -- could be considered for possible

implementation by the Air Force.

However, it should be kept in mind that without an organization-wide

commitment to MBO, isolated features of the system should be carefully considered.
Brocess

In all fourteen corporations the immediate supervisor was directly involved in the
performance ratings. Significantly, the rater was removed from the potential for
promotion decision. The practice of having the rater provide only performance ratings

(without getting directly involved in the promotion decision) is an issue for consideration

by the Air Force.




Regarding the criteria against which individuals are evaluated, the usual practice
in the private sector companias is to rate the employee against a series of performance
standards. Comparison with peers, on the other hand, is used for succession

planning/promotion purposes and the rater is usually not directly involved in this

process. , ]

As already mentioned, the private sector sample tended to use two sets of
performance standards -- results-oriented and behavioral. The Air Force can consider
-adopting two sets of performance standards, with the results-oriented standards applied ]
to duty performance ratings and the behavioral standards wused for future

potential/promotion determinations at a higher level.

The timing of the appraisal is another process issue which was explored in the
interviews. Most organizations conduct all of their appraisals at the same time. This is
a good practice but it probably cannot be easily implemented in the Air Forc;.
However, the Air Force could consider the option of incorporating all OER’s into the

permanent record at the end of the year.

A final process issue refers to retaining the appraisal forms in the individual's
record. The Air Force should consider whether all OER's should remain in the officer's

selection record (as current practice dictates) or whether some limit should be imposed.
Eeedback

Feedback is an important aspect of performance appraisal systems in the private
sector. Formal feedback mechanisms could be established in the Air Force, with an
*areas for improvement" section. This feedback/coaching exercise should probably be
established as a parallel process, rather than forming part of the OER (orm. Informal
and interim feedback/coaching can also be actively encouraged by evaluating the raters

on this managerial aspect of their officer duties.
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Rater Training

Rater training is a key feature of appraisal systems in the private sector. Formal
and specific courses on performance appraisal are available, and in most cases required
in private sector organizations. Training programs emphasize different things (e.g.,
providing feedback, goal-setting, use of rating scales) depending on the kind of system

eing used. A stronger emphasis on training officers in performance appraisal matters -

- as an integral function of their duties and responsibilities -- is recommended.
Review

In virtually all the corporations that were interviewed, performance ratings are
reviewed at a higher level (usually the rater’s supervisor). This review is conducted with
the purpose of examining the correctness of the performance ratings per se. In some
cases, higher level reviews are conducted but with different objectives, i.e., promotion
and succession planning. - A similar process, for example, ¢ould be established at the

Wing Commander level of the Air Force.
Controls

This is a particularly interesting topic given the evolution and history of the
United States Air Force officer performance evaluation process. A similar evolutionary
insight was gained from the present set of interviews, as virtually all participating
organizations had either abandoned, implemented, or considered the implementation of a
control mechanism. In addition, the controls issue in these large corporations as well as
in the Air Force goes to the heart of the most pressing and evident performance

appraisal problem of the OER system -- the inflation of ratings.

Ten of the fourteen private sector organizations either had implemented or were

considering the implementation of a control mechanism for performance ratings. Even




though the four remaining organizations were not currently using formal control
mechanisms, strong monitoring and training programs in these companies were making a

significant contribution to a healthy variance in performance ratings.

From a more technical perspective, it was interesting to note that in the
interview sample, it was common practice to configure the forced distribution with small
groups at the extremes and a large group in the middle (which in some cases consisted of
2 or 3 sub-groups) In hindsight, it seems that the '22-28-50" configuration which was
implemented in United States Air Force in 1974 was counter to the way ia whicl? most

““programs are designed.

An additional technical issue regarding forced distribution schemes refers to a
minimum number of individuals on which the distribution is imposed. In the current
interview sample, this minimum number ranged from 50-100. This issue calls to mind
the often cited example of the Thunderbird pilots. Applying a forced distribution to the
six (eight if you count the two alternates) most accomplished pilots in the Air Force is
not a reasonable proposition. Having a minimum number of 50-100 pilots, for example,

would allow for more equitable and meaningful distinctions between higher and lower

performers,

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL: FINDINGS FROM THE OTHER SERVICES

Early in this study, daia were collected from other uniformed services to learn

how these organizations have responded to the challenges of conducting performance

appraisals of their officers.

Th'. data was gathered in a series of interviews with representatives of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. In addition to these uniformed services,
an interview was held with representatives of the Department of State concerning

performance appraisal of foreign service officers. (The study team judged that the
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-conditions of employment for foreign service officers are sufficiently like those for Air

Force officers to warrant inclusion of this information in the analysis.)

In each service, these interviews were held with representatives of the office in
the service headquarters having proponency for policy toward, monitoring of, and
quality control of the officer evaluation process. In each case, the person interviewed
was the officer in charge, generally in the grade of coloncl/GM-14, except for the
Department of State where the interviewee was the Deputy Director. (It is interesting to
_note that in two services, the Army and the Navy, the individual in charge of officer

evaluation reporting is a civilian employee.)

Each service furnished copies of its basic instructions for OER preparation, the
forms used, and supporting pamphlets and materials. In the course of each interview,
questions were asked to learn the issues each service has faced in developing a
meaningful evaluation system. [Each service was cooperative and without exception

provided candid responses to our questions.

In addition to United States Government entities, data were collected from the
Embassy of Canada on the evaluation of Canadian Armed Forces officers. It was not
feasible to interview the Canadian officials having responsibility for operation of the
OER system. For that reason, because there is nothing uniquely different in the
Canadian OER system, and because the Canadians use a closed system, this information

will not be included in the subsequent portions of this section of the report.

The remainder of this subsection will consist of brief discussions of the systems

for officer evaluation used in each service, followed by a summary showing the central

tendencies among these systems compared and contrasted to the Air Force OER system.




United States Army

The Army OER system uses a form and a procedure that were substantially
revised in 1979 in response to unacceptable inflation in ratings. The preceding form had
been in use for six years, and had also been introduced in response to inflation.
Research had suggested that the strongest pressures to inflate ratings were placed on the
immediate supervisor of the ratee, Therefore, the essence of the current system is to
shift the responsibility for applying meaningful discrimination from the rater to the

senijor rater (the final indorser), who is typically the rater’s supervisor.
Burpose

The purposes served by the Army OER system include the following:

1. Infiuence the selection of future leaders through maximum input from the
field.
2. Improve the linkage between individual and corporate performance

(modified Management By Objective).

3. Strengthen the chain of command by bonding the ratee to the rater and

encouraging continual, two-way communications between senior and

subordinate.

4. Enhance professionalism by displaying the standards of professional
competence and ethical behavior which Army officers are expected to

display (teach through use of the form).
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- Process

The ratee must have been under the supervision of the rater for not less than 90
days and the senior rater for not less than 60 days. The OER is submitted under the

following general conditions:

1. Annually, based on date of last report;

2. When there is a change in the ratee's principal duty (to include PCS);

3. When departing on extended temporary duty or long term schooling;

4, When there is a change of rater;

5. To complete the record when the ratee is scheduled to meet a promotion

board (in or above the zone) and has not had a report in the current job.

The process begins at the beginning of the rating period when ratee and rater are
required to hold a face-to-face meeting to develop a duty description and set major
performance objectives to be accomplished during the rating period. This information is

recorded on the OER support form (see Appendix F). The rater is the ratee's

supervisor,

Throughout the rating period the ratee and rater are expected to meet
periodically to assess whether the duty description and performance objectives are

adequate. The rater is expected to coach the ratee on his/her personal and professional

development.

At the end of the rating period the personnel support center initiates the OER

preparation by forwarding the OER form to the ratee, who validates the rating chain

and the administrative information thereon. The ratee then writes a description on the




support form of the significant contributions he/she has made in the job during this

period and forwards the OER form and the support form to the rater.

The rater and initermediate rater (if any) evaluate the performance and potential
of the ratee on the OER form. They also provide comments on the OER support form
and forward both to the senior rater. (An intermediate rater is used only when there is
an officer in the chain of supervision between the rater and senior rater. This occurs

most often when the rater’s supervisor does not meet the grade test to qualify as senjor

rater.)

The senior rater provides an independent evaluationrof the ratee's potential and,
in most cases, the final chain-of-command review of the OER. When the senior rater
has completed the OER, the support form is returned to the ratee. The OER is
dispatched to the Military Personnel Center. A copy of the OER is given to the ratee at

this time.

At the Military Personnel Center, the senior rater's potential evaluation is entered
into the automated personnel record and his/her rating history for that grade is
recomputed. A profile of this rating history is pasted onto the OER next to the senior
rater’s potential evaluation of the ratee. The OER is then entered into the official

military personnel file.
Eorm

One form is used for all oﬂ'iccr evaluations, warrant officer through major
general. An example of the current Army OER form is displayed at Appendix F. The
rater prepares thg duty description, using the OER support form. He/she rates fourteecn
performance factors on a scale of | to 5 and may write optional comments on

professional ethics. The rater also rates on overall performance (scale of 1 to §) and
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~potential for promotion (scale of 1 to 3). Finally, the rater provides separate narratives

on performance and on potential.

Tk~ intermediate rater provides comments on performance and potential, but

does not evaluate on any numeric scale.

The senior rater evaluates the potential of the ratee for promotion, considering
all other officers of that grade in the Army, on a scale of 1 to 9. The senior rater also
completes a narrative section that focuses mainly on potential but which may refer to

performance by the ratee or to the comments or ratings of the rater or intermediate

rater.

Discriminating Factors

The results of surveys of Army selection board members show that the most
useful discriminator on the OER is the senior rater's evaluation, taken as a whole (that
is, the combination of the potential rating, the senior rater’s rating profile, and the
narrative). Other factors from the OER which the selection boards find useful in
discriminating among officers are (in descending order of importance): the rater's

narrative on potential, the rater's narrative on performance, and the duty description.
Ecedback

In the Army system, the sources of f&dback to the ratee are the OER support
form and the face-to-face discussions which are mandated by Army regulation.
Compliance with the system was not as good as was desired, and in 1985 a provision was
added which requires ratee and rater to certify, by initialing the form, that the
discussion required at the start of the rating period had occurred. Written feedback at

the end of the rating period (using the support form) is optional. The ratee receives s

copy of the completed OER but the feedback is diluted by the fact that the senior




rater’s profile is not attached and by the widespread inflation in rater evaluations. The
ratee can review the official file which includes senior rater profiles on his/her OER, by

application to the Army Military Personnel Center.
Quality Control

The essence of the Army's quality control system is an attempt to influence the
behavior of the approximately 10,000 senior raters through interventions initiated by the
Military Personnel Center. To date, these interventions appear to be successfui, as the

rate of compliance by senior raters with the guidance is above 85 percent.

The most stringent control over senior rater behavior iavolves placing a form in
his/her official military personnel file which displays that senior rater's rating history.
This history reveals at a glance whether the senior rater is complying with the spirit of
the system -- that is, creating a distribution of scores, over time, along the scale of
potential for promotion. This information is available for promotion board review, thus
placing thase senior raters who inflate ratings in jeopardy of their own future
promotions. Second, the Army Military Personnel Center has a senior rater contact
program by which they hope to provide continuing education and training in the system.
One of the themes of this education program is the concept of genter of mass . Senior
raters are urged to select one or two blocks on the nine point scale (other than the top
one) where they will place typical, high-performing officers, leaving room to rate
exceptional officers on each side of this cepter of mass. The rationale provided to

convince senior raters to use this approach is that they should want to:

1. Leave space to identify the very best;
2. Not ruin the careers of the others; and
3. Not de-motivate the officer corps.
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Even the most conscientious senior raters are prone to inflation in score
(however, it is the Army experience that few Senior raters are attempting to game the
system). A feature of the senior rater contact program is to offer a senior rater the
opportunity to restart the profile if he/she decides that it has become so inflated as to
obscure meaningful evaluations. The Army is also experimenting with an Army-wide

restart (in warrant officer grades) and will observe the effect on inflation control.

Promotion boards are given a briefing by the OER Evaluation Office. The
response of the boards to the senior rater profile technique, as measured by a
confidential survey procedure, is quite positive. In fact, the boards have asked for rater
profiles in addition; however, the evaluation staff doubt that rater compliance would be

high enough to make this step meaningful.
United States Coast Guard

The Coast Guard OER system was substantially revised ir. 1984, and the resulting
process and form are in many respects liks that of the Army. The Coast Guard system
protects the ratee-supervisor relationship by shifting the burden of discrimination to the
next higher level (reporting officer). Also, :he most useful discriminator is the overall
potential evaluation for which the reporting officer’s profile is maintained and added to

the report at Coast Guard Headquarters.

A distinguishing feature of the Coast Guard OER system is the degree of
responsibility placed on the ratee. He/she is specifically tasked to clarify the duty
requiremeants, to obtain feedback and counseling, and to manage his/her performance to

meet or exceed the standards.

Purpose

The purposes served by the Coast Guard OER system include the following:




1. To provide information for central personnel management decisions,

especially promotions and assignmeants,
2, To set the standards for officer character and performance.

3, To prescribe a common set of values by which Coast Guard aspirations

for its officer corps can be described.
4, To teach each officer what is expected of him/her.

'S, To provide a means by which officers can receive feedback about how

well they are measuring up to the standards.
Rrocess
The OER is submitted under the following general conditions:

1. Annually, batched by grade, for officers in grades lieutenant commander
(O-4) through captain (O-6); semi-annually, a2lso batched by grade, for

officers in grades lieutenant (O-3) and below.

2. Transfer of ratee

Transfer of reporting officer (Note: not the supervisor, but the

supervisor's supervisor.)

4, Promotion of the ratee (Note: there are different forms for each grade

with different performance standards).

The process is initiated by the ratee who is required to verify the administrative
information on the OER form and forward it to the supervisor 14 days before the end

of the rating period. The ratee may glso record the duty description and a list of

accomplishmerts during the rating period on the optional OER support form and




~ forward it along with the OER. (This OER support form is mandatory in the case of
ensigns and lieutenants (junior grade). For these officers there are mandatory face-to-
face meetings with their supervisors at the beginning and end of each rating period at

which times the OER support form is used,) Copies of these forms are displayed in

Appendix F.

The supervisor evaluates the ratee's performance of duties, interpersonal
relations, leadership, ard communications skills using graphic scales and narrative. He
_also prepares the duty description. The supervisor completes the optional OER support
form and forwards the OER and support form to the reporting officer. The reporting
officer is normally the supervisor’s supervisor. He/she may be in the same¢ grade as the
ratee provided they are separated by two year groups. The reporting officer evaluates
the ratee on a set of personal traits and a set of factors under the title - "Representing
the Coast Guard" using graphic rating scales and parrative. The reporting officer
comments on overall leadership and potential for promotion and rates on an overall

potential scale (range of | to 7).

The report is reviewed by a third officer, normally the reporting officer's
supervisor, Only Coast Guard officers may act as reviewing officers. The reviewer's
responsibility is to ensure that the report is consistent and that it reflects the Coast

Guard standards for officer evaluation.

At the Coast Guard Headquarters, the OER is reviewed for administrative
accuracy and internal consistency. Unsatisfactory reports are returned for
correction/revision. The reporting officer’s potential rating is entered into the
sutomated personnel record and his/her rating history for that grade is recomputed. A
profile of *%at rating history is pasted onto the record copy of the OER, just below the

reporting of ficer’s evaluation for potential.
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When accepted as correct at Headquarters, a copy of the report, without tne

rating profile, is returned to the ratee,
Form

A separate OER form is used for each officer grade. (Appendix F displays the
form used for lieutenant commanders.) A distinguishing feature of the Coast Guard OER
is that the evaluation standards for each rated factor are printed on the form; thus the
need for a separate form for each grade. For each factor there is a brief description of
what is to be rated and a scale of | to 7. For values 2, 4, and 6, there is provided a
description of the behaviors corresponding to those values on the scale. This is a variant
of the behaviorally anchored rating scale described in Appendix B. The scales are so
constructed (and the instructions emphasize) that a value of 4 describes the "typical, high
performing Coast Guard Officer" of that grade. lt. is expected (and, to date,
experienced) that 70 percent of officers will be found in the range 3 to 5 on the scale
for most factors. Raters are encouraged to use the "not observed® block, if appropriate
(it should be noted that the instruction does not mandate minimum periods of

observation for either supervisors or reporting officers.)

The supervisor is responsible for describing the duties performed. He/she also

evaluates the ratee in four sections:

1. Performance of Dutles Sectionp, Consists of a parrative and five

performance factors rated on the scalé described above,

2. Interpersonal Relations Section, Consists of a narrative and two factors

measuring how an officer affects or is affected by others.
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3. Leadership Skills Section, Consists of a narrative and four factors. One

.

of these factr:s is entitled Evaluating Subordipates. This factor is

described as follows:

"The extent to which an officer conducts, or requires
others to conduct, accuraie, uninflated, and timely

evaluations for enlisted, civilian and officer personnel."
The behavior identified with the midpoint on this scale is described as follows:

"Prepares evaluations which are timely, fair, accurate, and
consistent with system standards. Required na:ratives are
concise, descriptive, and contribute to understanding
subordinates’ performance and qualities. Seldom gets
reports returned for correction/adjustment. Provides
constructive counselling where needed. Does not accept

inaccurate, inflated, or poorly prepared reports from

others.”

4, Communication Skills Section. Consists of narrative and three factors
which measure the officer's ability to communicate in a positive, clear,

and convincing manner,

The reporting officer may comment on the supervisor's evaluation, He/she then

rates the officer in two sections:

1. Personal Qualities section consists of a narrative and five personal traits

related to the officer's character.




2, Representing the Coast Guard section consists of a narrative and four
factors which measure an officer's ability to bring credit to the Coast

Guard through appearance and actions.

The reporting officer writes a narrative section which describes the ratee's
demonstrated leadership ability and overall potential for promotion and command.
He/she then rates the overall potential on a scale of 1 to 7. There is a space on the
form for a label (added at Coast Guard Headquarters) showing the reporting officer’s

rating history for officers of this grade.

iscriminating F,

The Coast Guard Evaluation Office reports that the current system is not
experiencing substantial inflation. Therefore, the selection boards can review the reports
on their face value without the t'xeed to search for hidden discriminators. However, the
promotion board procedures are informal and are kept confidential. The Evaluation
Office does not have data showing what sections of the OER are most important to these
boards. The majority of the OER is oriented toward performance description rather
than evaluation. However, it is prudent to assume ti at the reporting officer’s potential

rating, when reviewed in the light of his/her rating profile, is a significant factor.

Feedback

The Ccast Guard places responsibility on each reported-on officer to seek
feedback and counselling. The OER support form is but one means of gaining such
feedback, and use of this form is optional for grades above lieutenant (junior grade) (O-
2). The OER form provides substantial information to the ratee; and, since inflation is

not widespread, the majority of reports provide useful information to the ratees on their

job performance. The OER copy furnished to the ratees does not contain the reporting




officer’s rating profile, but the system is open, and ratecs can view this profile at

Headquarters or write for a copy.

Quality Control

The central themes in the Coast Guard quality control procass for the OER
system are extensive review of reports at all levels and involvement of the chain of

command in supervising the rating chain.

The review process starts at the local levi! where reports are reviewed first for
administrative accuracy and then for excessive inflation. (Note that periodic reports on
Coast Guard officers are batched and that all reports on officers of a certain grade are

being reviewed at one time.)

At Coast Guard Headquarters, reports are routed through the assignment officers
who screen the reports for administrative accuracy and for internal consistency. In
particular, the reports are checked to ensure that the narrative comments support the
numeric ratings in each section. Reports containing administrative errors or inconsistent
ratings are referred to the Evaluation Office. Many of these reports are returned to the

rating chain for correction with an analysis of the errors or inconsistencies.

Returned reports with inconsistent ratings are usually referred to the reviewing
officer for resolution. Compliance with this quality control program has becn high. In
recent months, 90 percent of rejected reports have been returned to Headquarters with

additional narrative and, surprisingly, 50 percent with changed numeric ratings.

It has not yet been necessary to adopt any special interventions focused on the
reporting officers. The strong support of the chain of command has been adequate to

centrol inflation. A strength of the Coast Guard OER system is that the officer corps
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accepts it. This acceptance has been developed by and is maintained thrcugh a strong

eaucation program.

ni y

The current fitness reporting system was instituted in 1974 and has not changed
substantially since then. The system is well accepted by Navy officers, particularly
reporting seniors who think they understand the system and believe that they are

communicating well with selection boards.

A distinguishing feature of the Navy fitness report (FITREP) is that there is only
one evaluator and only one signature appears on the form. This evaluator, the reporting
senior, is normally the officer designated in law as the commander. Thus, for most
Navy officers the FITREP is not prepared by his/her supervisor but at a higher level.
Another distinction evolving from this procedure is that the preparation of FITREPs is

an important function of command and, at least in theory, more responsive to direction

from the Navy leadership.
Purpose

The prime use of the FITREP is to support the decisionmaking process of
promotion selection boards, and reporting seniors view it so. A secondary purpose that
the Navy views as valuable is to support judgments about future assignments, The
instruction on preparation of the FITREP cites ten purposes, among which is counseling
of junior officers. These other purposes are not viewed as particularly useful; and

counseling, especially, is not done well in conjunction with the FITREP.
Process

The FITREP is prepared annually for all officers but lieutenants (junior grade)

who are evaluated twice a year. FITREPs are prepared in batches by grade so that all




FITREPs for any particular grade are submitted at the same time. The FITREP is also

submitted upon the transfer of the reported-on officer or the reporting senior,

The process begins thirty days prior 10 the end of the reporting period when the
ratee has the opportunity to provide information to the reporting senior about the
performance of his/her duties during the reporting period. There is no specified format
for this information and the reporting senior is not required to include any of it in the
FITREP. Also during this period, the ratee's supervisory chain provides information to

the reporting senior. This also is an informal procedure, not specified in the instruction.

At the end of the rating period the reporting senior completes the FITREP.
He/she enters a duty description and a narrative describing the job performance and
potential for promotion. The reporting senior evaluates the ratce on twelve performance
factors and six personal traits using a scale of | to 9. He/she also indicates whether or
not the ratee would be desired as a subordinate in each of five types of possible future
duties, using the same scale. Finally, the reporting senior makes a promotion
recommendation. The reporting senior indicates the rank of the ratee (1 of 3, 3 of 3,

etc.) among those officers of any particular grade recommended for early promotion.

There is an appraisal worksheet for use by reporting seniors in preparing the
FITREP. In contrast to the procedures of the other services, the worksheet is not used

by the ratee and remains in the reporting senior's possession when the FITREP has been

completed.

The completed FITREP is forwardec to the Navy Military Personnel Command
without further review. A signed copy of the FITREP is given to the ratee. In the case

of junior officers (O-3 and below), the copy is given at the time of completion. For

other officers the copy may be given to the ratee at the time the relationship is severed.




Eorm

An example of the Navy FITREP form is displayed in Appendix F. The
FITREP form requires the use of an optical character reader font. All but the narrative
portions are entered into the automated personnel system. Subsequently, this system

produces numeric summaries of each officer's performance record for use by selection

boards.

Following the administrative information, there is space for a description of
duties assigned. There is then space for the reporting senior to rate on twelve
performance factors and six personal traits. The reporting senior also indicates the
desirability of having the ratee assigned under his supervision in five types of jobs
(command, operational, staff, joint/OSD, or foreign shore). Finally, there is space for
an overall berformance evaluation. All of these are rated-on ascaleof Atol (Il to9),
"A" being the highest. In the use of the overall performance evaluation (labeled "mission
contribution”), the reporting ;f.enior is required to show the distribution of ratings for gll

officers of that grade being evaluated at that time.

Finally, the form provides space for the reporting senior to comment on the
promotion potential of the ratee. The scale is 1 to 3 (promote early, promote, do not
promote). The reporting senior is required to show the peer distribution among all
officers of the grade given a rating of "promote early” (1 of 3, 3 of 3, 3 of 6, etc).
However, this peer distribution is used only for officers in grades lieutenant commander

through captain (O-4 through O-6).
isceiminating F

Navy promotion board procedures have a bearing on the relative usefulness of

various ratings on the form and deserve a brief summary. In contrast to the Air Force

and Army, where every panel member reads every file and records a vote, in Navy and




7 Mgrine Corps boards, selection is by iterative voting by the panel based on briefings
given by one of the panel members. In each iteration, each panel member is given a
small number of files (about five) for detailed review. After this review, the panel
assembles in a briefing room where each panel member briefs his files to the other
panelists using visual aids consisting of numeric summaries of all previous FITREPs and
qualitative summaries of previous experience and qualifications. The panel members
vote on each officer simultaneously and secretly at the conclusion of that briefing,
After voting on all officers in the zone, the clear winners and losers are removed, the
files are redistributed, and another cycle occurs. This process is foliowed until the

number of selectees allowed is attained.

An advantage of this procedure is that the briefer can spend much more time
reviewing each file he is given than if he were required to look at the entire zone. This
suggests that a better job can be done in integrating all aspects of the FITREP to arrive
at a judgment and that any one factor has less importance in discriminating among
officers than is the case in other systems such as the Air Force and Army. This
explanation also supports the statement made to the study team by the Department of the
Navy representative that the narrative is the most important discriminator on the form.

The briefer has time to read the narratives on all the FITREPs and relate them to other

rating sections.

Other factors cited as being important discriminators are the promotion
recommendations (including the peer ranking) and the job description. Members of
promotion boards have observed that promotion recommendations are evaluated in the
perspective of the importance of the billet. For example, a promotion ranking of "3rd
of 20" in a traiping command biliet is recognized as weaker than a "4th of 8" in a

deployed squadror. for the fighter pilot community.
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Feedback

Although providing performance and career counseling is an objective of the
officer evaluation system, the Navy believes that the feedback mechanism is not very
effective, The FITREP, in particular, is perceived to be an unacceptable counseling
tool. This situation derives from the fact that commanders tend to inflate the ratings of
less than excellent officers. Therefore, the FITREP does not communicate an officer’s
strengths and weaknesses. Reporting seniors are encouraged to show reports to ratees
(and are required to do so for junior officers). However, for officers in grades
lieutenant commander and above, reporting seniors are not required to conduct
counseling nor to show reports. There is no alternative mechanism, such as the Army

OER support form, to foster counseling.

uality ntrol

There is a substantial amount of inflation in the Navy evaluation system. For
example, reporting seniors recdgnize that ratings of less than "A" for performance factors
and traits are regarded as derogatory by promotion boards, so there are few ratings of
"B" or less. Similarly, narratives are puffed up; zlthough the feedback from promotion
boards shows that most reporting seniors are communicating effectively on performance
and potential through the narrative. The ranking among peers remains an effective
discriminator for many reported-on officers although some reporting seniors are known
to game the system by artificially subdi;/iaing the population of officers rated in order
to generate more "1" and "2" promotion rankings. However, the ranking system does not

apply to officers in the grades of lieutenant (O-3) and below,

The Department of the Navy has not chosen to intervene in the fitness reporting

system. Consequently, there is no central management of a quality control system ‘or

officer fitness reports.
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The Marine Corps has also revised its officer eva.uation system recently in
response to an inflation in ratings. The current Performance Evaluation System (PES)
was installed in 1985 in response to a study which indicated that the degree of inflation

posed a threat to the credibility of the promotion system.,

Distinguishing features of the PES are that counseling has been removed from
the PES and that those marines rated as outstanding in "general value to the service" are

ranked amoag each other,

Like the Army, the Marine Corps has recognized the pressures on immediate
supervisors to inflate evaluation reports and has installed measures to counter this

tendency. Some of these measures include:

1. A policy which forbids the rating chain from showing completed reports

to the ratee;

2. Strict requirements for accelerated promotions; and
3. Requirement to rank the outstanding against one another.
Purpose

The primary purpose of the PES is to support the central selection, promotion,
and retention of the best qualified marines. A secondarv purpose is to aid in the

assignment process an¢’ other personnel management actions.

The recent study of the Marine Corps evaluation system concluded that
counseling is antithetical to the purposes of an evaluation system and a major source of

inflationary pressure. Therefore, while effective counseling is encouraged, a substantial

effort has been taken to separate the counseling process from the PES.




Pracess

A report is not submitted on a marine unless he/she has been under the
supervision of the reporting senior, who is the marine’s immediate supervisor, for 90

days. The FITREP is submicted under the following general conditions:

1. Annually, batched by grade;

2. When the ratee's duty changes or he/she departs the unit;

3. When departing for extended temporary duty or long term schooling,;
4. When there is a change in the reporting senior; or

S. Upon promotion.

At the end of the reporiing period, the reporting senior prepares the FITREP,
assisted in administrative processing by the supporting personnel office. He/she rates
seven duty performance factors, fourteen personal quality factors, and estimates the
ratee's "general value to the service." The reporting senior also completes a narrative

describing duty requirements, performance, and general value to the service.

The reporting senior forwards the report to the reviewing officer who is
normally the reporting senior's supervisor. The reviewing officer is responsibie to
ensure that the reporting senior has complied with the spirit and insiructions of the
Marine Corps order governing the PES. The reviewing officer may add comments,

especially if he/she disagrees with the evaluation performed by the reporting senior.

The completed FITREP is transmitted to Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps where
it is reviewed and entered into the official personnel record of the marine reported-on.
Administratively incorrect or inconsistent reports are returned to the rating chain for

correction. Copies are not maintained in unit files nor routinely furnished to the ratee.
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Ratees are annually furnished a copy of the Master Record Brief, a report containing the
numerical ratings from all FITREPs in his/her record. On entering the zone for
promotion, each marine is furnished a complete copy of the microfiche containing all
previous FITREPs. Additionally, marines can view their FITREPs at Headquarters, U.S.

Marine Corps.

One form is used to evaluate all marines in grades sergean (E-5) throu ih colonel
(0O-6). An example of this form is displayed in Appendix F. The administrative data is
entered with an optical character reader foat. Note that there is no space to enter a

duty description, only a title. Additional duty requirements must be placed in the

general narrative section.

The reporting senio: evaluates seven performance factors and fourteen personal
qualities on a $ix point scale. He/she then estiniates the ratee's "gereral value  the
service" on a ten point scale. The reporting senior is required to show how he/she has
distributed ratings in this section ("general value to the service") for all other marines of

the same grade during this rating period. The reporting senior then completes a

narrative section,

On the reverse of the form, the reporting senior is requiied to show the rank of
the ratee, if he is rated an outstanding (10) in "general va,u. to the service,” among other
marines of that grade also rated as outstanding. Finally, the reporting senior is required

to list the names of all marines of that grade for whom he/she is the reporting senior.

The reviewing officer i1s provided a space to make comments. These comments
are mandatory if he/she does not agree with the evaluations or comments by the

reporting senior. Reviewing officers are encouraged to add a comment showing the

ranking of the ratee among all marines of that grade whom the reviewing officer is




responsible to review. The intended purpose is to evaluate the marine reported-on
across a wider segment of his/her peers. This technique is especially encouraged when

the reporting senior only rates one or two marines of a particular grade.
Discriminating Factors

Marine Corps promotion boards are conducted in about the same way as are the
Navy boards. Therefore, the comments on discriminating factors in the previous section
apply. Beyond this, the Marine Corps representatives informed the study team that the

most important discriminators for promotion boards are:
1. The trend in the numeric ratings;

2. The rank among peers rated as outstanding in "general value to the

service", and
3 The narrative.
Feedback

Feedback to the ratees on performance of duties or career development is not a
part of the PES. Reporting seniors and reviewing officers are specifically forbidden
from using the FITREP as a part of counseling. Reinforcing this practice is a
prohibition against even showing the FITREP to the maurine reported-on. Althcugh the
Marine Corps encourages counseling of subordinate officers, such counseling is not
related to the evaluation process, and there are no forms or other a .s in the PES 1o

assist marine officers in this task.
lity ntr

Improving quality control of the PES was one of the initiatives resulting from the

1985 study. The goal of the quality control program is to limit the impact of inflation
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on the effectiveness of the PES. At Marine Corps Headquarters, the Promotion

Evaluation Branch is responsible for quality control. This branch screens approximately

205,000 reports a year, of which about 6,000 are returned for corrections. A review of
a list of mosf common reasons for rejecting reports reveals that the Marine Corps is not
able 10 audit for internal consistency to the extent of the Coast Guard, and most of the
errors are in failure to follow the instructions. However, these screenings, and the
knowledge that they are done at Headquarters, are reported to positively affect the
quality of the FITREP accepted. Other elements, previously mentioned, that act to limit

the inflation of reports include:

1. Requirement to rank those rated as outstanding;

2. No show policy; .

3. Strict limits on accelerated promotions; and

4. Enhancement of the reviewing officer’s responsibility to inf'“.‘s

certification of the accuracy of the report and the requirems:t o
comment on reports that do not acrurately reflect an officer's

performance and potential.

rei rvi

Foreign Service officers of the Department of State are evaluated annually
through a process similar to those used by the armed services. The assignment and

personnel management policies of the Foreign Service are sim:ar to those used in the

Air Force. Specifically, Foreign & . officers are subject to:
1. Frequent reassighments to oversea locations on an involuntary basis;
2. Comps=titive promotions based on a grade pyramid,
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3. "An up or out policy. Foreign Service officers not keeping up with their
peers in promotions are selected for release by promotion boards (if they

do not self-select by resigning),

4. Central! management of the personnel function to include centralized

promotions.

For these reasons, a review of performance appraisal in the Foreign Service is

appropriate in the context of lessons that could be applied to the Air Forcg officer

evaluation issues.
Pyurpose

The primary goal for personnel evaluation is to provide a just basis for career

tenure, promotions, and separations. Other goals include:

1. The allocation of within-class salary increases and performance pay;

2. Support to the assignment process;

3. Planning for training; and

4, Improvements in efficiency through feedback on performance and

collaborative goal setting.
Process

An annual report is submitted on each Foreign Service officer as of April 15th of

each year, provided the ratee has teen under the supervision of the rater for 120 days.

Other reports are submitted covering any period of at least 120 days culminating in a

change of duty or a change in rating officer (including transfer).
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" The Foreign Affairs Manual requires that the rater anc ratee agreé in writing on
the duty requirements and performance standards within 45 days after the beginning of
the rating period. This understanding is recorded on the evaluation report. The rater is
required, in addition, to review performance at least twice during the year.

- (Representatives of the Office of Performance Evaluation indicated that these

requirements are honored more often in the breach than in observance.)

At the end of the rating period, the rater prepares the evaluation report and rates
the employee on overall performance as well as potential. The rater is expected to show

the evaluation to the ratee and discuss it. The rater is the ratee's supervisor.

The rating officer’s supervisor is designated as reviewing officer. The reviewer

checks the report and prepares a narrative assessing the ratee's performance and

potential.

The report is then forwarded to the ratee for comment., Space is provided for
the rated officer to comment on the period of performance to include specific
accomplishments, areas not otherwise addressed in the report, and aspects which may
need clarification or correction. The employee is also encouraged to remark on career

goals including training and future assiznments

Every bureau within the Department of State and every post abroad with more
than ten Foreign Service members establishes a review panel which reviews all

evaluation reports. The functions of these review panels include:

1. Checking reports for accuracy, consistency, inadmissible comments, and

conformity with rules and policy;

2. Referring poorly prepared -eports .« the reporting chain for correction;

gnd




3. Identifying on each report the officers responsible for any late
submissions.

d
Reports are then forwarded to the Office of Performance Evaluation where they

are maintained in manual form only. Typical procedure for Foreign Service officers
who are dissatisfied with their evaluation reports is for the officer to file a union
grievance (most Foreign Service officers are union members). The 8,000 to 10,000

evaluation reports submitted each year typically generate about 100 grievances.
Form

One form is used in evaluating all Foreign Service officers. This form is
displayed in Appendix F. The form is almost entirely narrative (which suits the
Department of State, a writing culture group). Despite the ample amount of white space

on the form, the typical report has addendum sheets attached.

Part one of the report is a narrative description of the work requirements of the
position, which is to be prepared at the beginning of the rating period. Thers is a
section in which the ratee may explain, at the end of the period, special circumsiances

influencing nis/her ability to meet the work requirements.

Part two is a narrative evaluation of the overall accomplishments in the job
during the period, prepared by the rater. Part three is a narrative evaluation of potential
together with a five point rating scale, also prepared by the rater. The Office of
Performance Evaluation has observed that both parts two and three are greatly inflated.

Most Foreign Service officers expect a top block rating for potential and a narrative that

complements this rating.

There is a subsection in part three in which the rater is to cite areas in which the

ratee should concentrate his/her efforts to improve performance. This section is widely
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gamed so as to show innocuous or frivolous faults, Rarely does a rater put candid

remarks about employee weaknesses in this section.

In part four, the rater is required to indicate the dates on which counseling
sessions were held. Foreign Service officers generally do very little counseling (as
reported by the Office of Performance Evaluation representatives) and this compliance

section does not help in improving performance.

Part five is a narrative covering boi% performance and potential which is
completed by the reviewer. He/she is asked to certify that the report is adequately

documented. The reviewer's comments are also subject to inflation.

In part six, the rated employee provides his/her views on the period of
performance. This is completed after the rater and reviewer have completed parts one

through five. Therefore, it is an opportunity to rebut any negative comments.

Finally, there is a section in which the review panel may certify their review of

the report.
Discriminating Factors

There is little on the form to review apart from the narratives, the work
requirement statement, and the overall potential scale. Yet the inflation in rating of the
overall potential makes that factor useless in discriminating. Nevertheless, the promotion
boards report that they are able to discriminate among officers being considered through

close reading of the evaluation report files.
Feedback

Feedback is an integral part of the Foreign Service evaluation reporting process.

The mechanisms for feedback are mandatory counseling sessions and the referral of OER
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reports to ratees for comment. Yet inflation in the reports renders the reports
themselves less than useful for counseling purposes. Perhaps this influences the general

reluctance to perform counseling which was reported to the study team.
Quality Control

The system design provides for quality control through a reviewing officer and a
review panel. However, the system is not now working to control inflation nor does it
result in uniform compliance with such administrative requirements as timely submission

of reports.

The Office of Performance Evaluation does not have adequate staff to perform
substantial amounts of quality control. However, they do read each report (staff of
sixteen, 8-10 thousand reports, mostly arriving in May). Most of the reports which are
returned for correction contain inadmissible comments in the report or administrative

errors that cannot be corrected in the Office of Pesformance Evaluation.

A revision of the evaluation system is in progress at the Department of State to
deal with rating inflation and the excessive amounts of narrative. The proposed
solutions being considered inzlude a system of rating the rater (similar to U.S. Army or

U.S. Coast Guard) and computerization of the evaluation process.
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE AIR FORCE

This subsection will address some of the central tendency observed among thc
other services discussed above. There are some features, for example, that reflect
lessons previously learned by other services that have application to the issues facing the

Air Force. Table I1I-2, at the end of this section summarizes the major features of each

service's OER system.




Purpose

While each of the services has a different list of objectives for the OER system,
the central theme of each is that it provides evaluation to support a central promotion
system. Most also state that the OER supports the centralized officer assignment system,
but as a secondary objective. The further the stated objectives depart from these two,

the less efficient the systems become to accomplish these additional objectives.

One purpose which appears contradictory to the central purpose is that of
feedback on performance. It is generally observed that raters, recognizing the
importance of the OER to the long-range career aspirations of the ratee, will not be
truly candid about current job performance in the OER. Also, the necessity to brief the
OER to the ratee as part of the feedback process results in inflated ratings. Two of the
services have recognized that contradiction by removing feedback on performance from

their list of objectives (USA, USMC) and the others acknowledge that the feedback link

is not working.
r R - Rater Relationsh!

The uniformed services also recognize that there is a special relationship between
an officer and his supervisor that is unique to military service. A part of this
relationship is rooted in the dictates of military discipline and obedience to authority.
Second, there is a military concept of loyalty between the two that works in two
directions among officers. Finally, there is a sense of responsibility for the junior's
career development which is fostered in all the services. The requirement to evaluate
subordinates, and particularly to evaluate potential is threatening to this relationship.
Therefore, the services have taken steps to reduce the conflict. In two (USA, USCG),

the requiremeat to perform meaningful discrimination has been placed on the second

writer of the OER, the supervisor's supervisor. In the Navy, the supervisor doesn’t even




write on the OER (except for those officers directly supervised by commanding
officers). Finally, in the Marine Corps, this relationship is protected by a no-show

policy and the complete separation of evaluation and feedback.
Inflation

All the services have suffered from unacceptable levels of inflation and all have
developed mechanisms to influence a distribution of potential ratings among officers of
a cohort along some scale. Two services rely on a forced, auditable peer ranking (Navy
and Marine Corps), and two use persuasion and a rate-the-rater system that has an
indirect threat for those officers who don't comply (Army and Coast Guard). The

Foreign Service has also begun to consider adopting such a rate-the-rater system.
ualit ntrol

There is an evident movement toward managing the quality of OERs from the
service headquarters level. Three services (Army, Coast Guard, and Marine Corps) have
substantially increased their level of jnterventions in the system in recent years and

another has stated the intention to do so (Department of State).
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SECTION IV

FINDINGS: AIR FORCE OFFICER EVALUATION SYSTEM

This section discusses the current Air Force Officer Evaluation System, begiining
with a review of the major features of the OER, as determined in our information
gathering efforts. This part includes the purpose of the OER and a descriptiou «: the
OER preparation process as well as the form itself. It also discusses the discriminiiing
factors operating in the current Air Force s;/stem, the provision of feedbac!:  1the

officer being evaluated, and the pr0virsions for quality control of OERs.

The second part of the section discusses the issues identified by the stud: —roup
in our interviews and focus groups, including those which are cultural as wc!) .- :iige

dealing with the OER form and process directly, The third part briefly sum:.vizes

these findings.

MAJOR FEATURES OF THE CURRENT OER SYSTEM
PURPOSE OF THE AIR FORCE OER
According to Air Force Regulation 36-10;

"The puipose of the officer evaluation system is to provide
the Air Force with information on the performance and
potential of officers for use in making personnel
management decisions, such as promotions, assignments,
augmentations, school selections, and separations. It is also
intended to provide individual officers information on

their performance and potential as viewed by their

evaluators.”
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Our guidance from Air Force leadership has reinforced this statement, but has
placed emphasis on the objectives of accurately assessing current job performance,
differentiating among officers in potential for promotion, and facilitating the provision
of feedback to officers which will help them to improve their performance and thus to
increase their value to the Air Force. We. have kept these purposes in mind throughout

the study, and our ussessment of the Air Force OER has been performed with these

objectives as its criteria,
THE AIR FORCE OER PROCESS

The Air Force OER process begins when the Consolidated Base Personnel Office
(CBPQO) determines that an QER is required for a given officer. AFR 36-10 lists all of
the events which require completion of an OER, but the most common are a PCS move
by the rater or ratee, or a change of assignment. As a minimum, an OER must be
completed at least every six months for lieutenants with less than three years of service,
and annually for all other officers through colonel. The rating officer receives two
copies of the computer-generated notice that the OER is required. This notice includes
the Ratee Identification Data for the OER, and it is recommended that it be verified by
the ratee. The rater then is responsible for collecting all the additional information
he/she needs to complete the OER. Typically, the rater may ask the ratee to provide an
update on his/her accomplishments during the rating period, and may solicit information

on the ratee's performance from other supervisors who have observed the ratee's work.

The rater completes the rater portions of OER, and then submits it to the
additional rater for completion of the next portion. The additional rater adds comnments,
signs the form, and forwards it to the indorser for final comments and signature. The

indorser retuins it to the CBPO for further processing and quality control in most cases.
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The above is the idealized route of an OER. Our interview and focus group
subjects indicated that the actual ' routing is more complex, with extensive
communications passing up and down the rating chain, and within the indorser's
organization, to determine the level of indorsement for any given officer’'s OER and to
provide the additional rater and the indorser with information to use in generating their
comments and recommendations. We were also informed by many officers that it is
common for the rater to ask the officer being evaluated to provide a rough draft of his
or her own OER, a questionable extension of the practice of providing the rater with an

update on activities and accomplishments during the rating period.
THE AIR FORCE OER FORM

The current Air Force Officer Effectiveness Report, AF Form 707, has been in
use since the end of the control era in 1978, although the current form is dated 1982. A
copy of the form is shown in Figure IV-1. The form consists of eight sections. Section
1 contains ratee identification data, which is provided to the rater by the CBPO, and
verified by the rater and ratee, Part Il is the job description, which calls for duty title,
key duties, tasks and responsibilities. Part III is the rating of specific performance
factors. As shown in Figure IV-1l, the form provides for the rating of 10 specific
factors on a five-point scale, and requires narrative comments with specific examples of
each factor. The OER regulation, AFR 36-10, provides specific standards for use in
rating these factors, although our respondents report that this guidance is seldom

consulted.

Part 1V is the first section of the reverse side of the OER, and provides space for
the rater to make recommendations for the ratee's next assignment. Part V is the overall
evaluation of potential, with a six point scale to be used by the rater, additional rater,

and indorser, Part VI, the rater comments section, is the last portion of the form

completed by the rater, and provides space for comments on the promotion




FIGURE 1V-}

AFR 36-10 Attachment 1. 26 October 1982 Etfective 1 November 1982
SAMPLE
. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Reed AFR 35— 10 ceretully before filling in any item)
1. namE (Last. First, Middle Initial) 2. 88AN (Inchude Suffix) 3. 6aAaODE 4. OAPSBC
SMITH, Jack II 231-34-5432 Captain A1321X
3. ORGANIZATION. COMMAND, {OCATION 4. PAS CODE
345 Tac Ftr Wg (TAC), Mt Home AFB, ID MTOTDKLS
7. PERICD OF REPORT [ B :o"D.AV‘IIOOPN 8. RMEASON FOR REPOAT
rmom 13 Jul 81  [wweu. 31 Oct 82 renvistot 120 Annual

il. JOB DESCAIPTION 1. puty vitLe.  Enter ocommamd—tever—amd approved duty title as of the
1. KEY DUTIES, TASKS AND REIFONMIBILITIES ~)ngaout date of the report (paragx;aph 2a this
attachment).

Item 2: Describe the type and level of responsibility, the impact, the
number of people supervised, the dollar value of projects managed, and any
other facts which describe the job of this particular ratee.

~ Y
11i. PERFORMANCE FACTORS rj A RS . , weodd
[ cers sove ASOVE
!Zpeiific example of performance required  4oT CesERVED sra AP n:fu%o::tu rr:nouw STANGARD STANDAMND

Y. ;S;{;;;)oul.tocl tDepth, currency, o % l l [ J I l g

What has the ratee done to actually demonstrate depth, currency or breadth of
job knowledge? Consider both quality and gquantity of wori.

2. ::::::'::f}'e:r:?)ozcu-ons (Consisrent, o) l | [ | | l <] ] 1]
Does the ratee think clearly and develop correct and logical conclusions?
Does the ratee grasp, analyze, and present workable solutions to problems?

3. :’:;D:}NO ORGANIZE WORK (Timely, 0 L J I 7 [ ] I ] lz—]

Does the ratee look beyond immediate job requirements? How has the ratee
anticipated c¢ritical events?

e et mena 20T 0 b = L
Does the ratee get maximum return for persconnel, material and energy expended?
Consider the balance between minimizing cost and mission accomplishment.

s. LEADERSNIF (lninative. sccept 0 1T ] R | 1] 1 2| I l

responsidliry)
How has the ratee demonstrated initiative, acteptance of responsibility, and
ability to direct and motivate group effort towards a goal?

RS et TS0 =) L

How has the ratee handled pressure? Does quality of work drop off? Improve?

T e SmcATIo (G 0 =]

How has the ratee demonstrated the ability to present ideas orally?

0. WRITTEN COMMUNICATION [Clear,

conclre, organtzred) 0 L l r T ﬁ[ L_l

How has the ratee demonstrated the ability to present ideas in writing?

Lt e opemran sea) A O S [ == e

How well does the officer meet and enforce Air Force standards of bearing,

dress, grooming and courtesy? Is the image projected by the ratee an asset
; 5 ,

A (EQual ppormuntry C T T 1T [ J X
How has the ratee demonstrated support for the AF Equal Opportunity Program,

and sensitivity for the human needs of others? Evaluation of this factor is
MANDATORY,

AF 20 7 PREVIOUS COITION WILL BE USED. C FICER EFFECTIVENESS REPORT




FIGURE IV-I

Effective 1 November 1082 AFR 36-10 Attachment 1 26 October 1082
SAMPLE Yy
IV. ASSIGNMENT RECOMMENDAT(ON: ' STRONGEST QUALITICATION Purserve rfnce

1. sUGSESTEO 408 {Include AFSC):

3. ORGANIZATION LEVEL: 4 TIMING:
V. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL:

Compare the rotee’s capability to assume increased responsidliity wirh that
of other officers whom you know in the same grade. Indicete your reting
by placing an X" in the designated portion of the most appropriate block.

Highest

X

RAYER ACON 1NDORY MATER ADON INDORS RATER ADDN INDORNS- RATER ADDN INDORS-
mRATEN &R RATEN [ 4] nATER [ L] RATER [ 4.4

lLowes €=
VI. RATER COMMENTS

Orqanize comments within the standards of good writing. Do not use headings:
underline, or capitalize merely to add emphasis. Include those comments
required by paragrapii 3-15. Add any other comments not covered elsewhere
and not excluded by paragraph 3-14 which will increase the value and meaning
of the report. Amplify those positive aspects of the ratee's performance
deserving specia2l note.

INAMC, GRADE. 8 OF §vC, ORGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE pATE

JACK LAMB, JR., Lt Col, USAF Operations Officer 11 Nov 82
529 Bomb Sg (H) (SAC) SSAN SIGNATUR

Plattsburg AFB NY 012-34-56 78FR oo bl

Nil. ADDITIONAL RATER COMMENTS Oconcun Enonconcun

Review the ratings and comments of the rater for completeness and impar-
tiality. 1If the additional rater does not concur with any rating in
section III or V, or any comments, check the nonconcur block. To reflect
disagreement, initial appropriate blocks {(section III) and mark additional
rater block (section V). Significant disagreement (para 2-26) requires
justification.

NAME, GRADE. SR OF SVC, ORG N, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TiITLE : OATE

FRANK HARRIS, COL, USAF Commander 2 Nov 82
529 Bomb Sq (H) (SAC) SICRATUNE

SCAN .
Plattsburg AFB NY 987-65-4321 “Fea ‘é W

VIll, INDORSER COMMENTS Dconcun Knonconcun

Review the ratings and commenfs "of the rater and additional rater for
completeness and impartiality. If the indorser does not concur with the
additional rater's comments or ratings, check the nonconcur block. To
reflect disagreement, initial appropriate block (section III) and mark
indorser block (section V). Significant disagreement (para 2-26) requires
justification.

NAME.CRAQE,. PR OF 8/C, ORGN. COMD,. I.LOCATION oUTY TITLE DATE

James M. Robinson, Col, USAF Commander 4 Nov 82
380 Bomb Wg (SAC)

Plattsburg AFB NY "Psa-s6-7890rr  [Jamen. M R\ onson

VU.S. SOVERMNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1980—130-111
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recommendation, as well as for any other information the rater wishes to provide. Parts

VIl and VIII are for additional rater and indorser comments, respectively.
DISCRIMINATING FACTORS IN THE AIR FORCE OER

Our respondents indicated that the indorser comments, especially regarding
promotion, and the indorser’s rating of potential, as well as the rank and position of the
indorser, have become the most important factors in differentiating between officers for
selection purposes. The explicit ratings of performance factors have become so inflated
that they differentiate only the most deficient officers, with virtually all others
"firewalled" in the highest block. Thus the words used by the indorser to communicate
his or her enthusiasm for the ratee and to justify the promotion recommendation have

taken on great importance.

The rank and position of the indorser, considered with his/her narrative
comments, are perhaps the most important differentiators for promotion. Because of
this, indorsement inflation has occurred, and it has become necessary to place
considerable pressure upon the major commands to limit the highest level indorsements
they provide. In fact, the Headquarters, US Air Force, provides guidelines to the major
commands on the upper limit of reports for each grade which should be indorsed by
senior general officers. The pressure of these guidelines and other informal
communications has led to the establishment of elaborate but largely invisible procedures
within each command to determine which officers receive which levels of indorsement.
De facto quotas of high level indorsements are thus apportioned among the officers in a
manner quite similar in effect to the apportionment of "one” angd “two" ratings during the
control era, although different in application and method. Officers in the field perceive
the similarity to the controlled era. In addition, it was widely reported to the study

team that indorsements are often managed so as to "peak” when an officer is about to
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meet a selection board, just as there was management of controlled ratings for this o

purpose.
FEEDBACK TO THE RATEE ON PERFORMANCE

The Air Force regulation on Officer Evaluation, AFR 36-10, specifically states
that the OER is not to be used as a "counseling device", but it does instruct the
supervisor to counsel ratees "as the need arises” and suggests that periodic counseling is
advisable as well. The Air Force provides no formal counseling or feedback form,
however, to facilitate such a process. The ratee has access to his OER as soon as it has B
become a part of the permanent record, although he/she is not given a copy as part of

the normal OER preparation and routing process.

Our focus group respondents were mostly in agreement that supervisors should
provide job performance feedback to their subordinates, although the term "counseling”
was not comfortable for some of them. Few officers reported receiving sufficient job
performance feedback at any time in their careers, and many admitted that as
supervisors they did not give as much feedback as they should. Some officers expressed
the feeling that, although they gave little formal counseling, their subordinates "know
where they stand”, and nearly all said that they were quick to inform a subordinate
when his performance was : .riously deficient. Many officers appeared uncomfortable
with the idea of compulsory periodic counseling, and they agreed that considerable
training would be required to prepare most Air Force officers to counsel effectively.
Some were familiar with the Army OER Support Form, but we found no consensus on
whether a similar counseling and feedback form would be effective in the Air Force.
Most officers who were asked felt that the Air Force was not currently in a position to

implement management by objectives (MBO) performance management techniques.
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AIR FORCE OER QUALITY CONTROL AND RATINGS CONTROL

The current Air Force system relies on the CBPOs to perform quality control
checks on OER forms, with the Headquarters USAF level retaining the responsibility to
"administer rating policy and to determine qualitative adequacy, rating trends, and
adequacy of command management"” (AFR 36-10). Guidelines for quality control,
including statements on what subjects are appropriate and inappropriate for discussion

on the OER, are given in AFR 36-10.

The Headquarters, USAF quality control capability is resident at the Military
Personnel Center. There are approximately three manpower spaces devoted to OER
policy development and interpretation. Quality control of Air Force OER ratings

distributions is the responsibility of the major commands and agencies.

There is currently no published system of ratings control or distribution in the
Air Force, and no control is imposed on the numerical ratings of performance factors or
of potential for promotion. However, our bricfings and interviews revealed that there is
an unpublished mechanism in use to limit the number of three and four star level
indorsements given within the major commands. As discussed above, this pressure to
limit the number of high level indorsements has given rise to fairly elaborate unwritten
guidelines within the commands, which serve as an implicit control mechanism. In our
interviews and focus groups, officers indicated that they were aware that such a system
exists, though few were able to describe its operation in their own commands. Some
officers expressed dissatisfaction with the "invisibility” of this system, and clearly wished

it were more open, but many were quite accepting of the status quo.
ISSUES AFFECTING OFFICER EVALUATION

Our information gathering activities yielded much data on the Air Force OER

system, and in our analysis of this data it became clear that several major issues could be




identified. These issues chiefly are the outcomes of interactions between the people,
' (Air Force officers), and the OER system. These interactions produce reactions: values,
opinions and beliefs which must be taken into account if modifications are to be

successful. We have ¢rganized these issues into four categories:

1. Air Force Culture

2 OER Process

3. OER Content

4. Non-OER Promotion Issues

AIR FORCE CULTURE

Over the past few years a great deal has been written about the topic of culture
as applied to corporate environments. Through our information gathering in the Air
Force we observed a number of cultural characteristics and beliefs which have a very
important bearing on the question of how likely it would be for a new OER process to

be successful. The following is a description of these characteristics and beliefss,
All officers are above averape

The focus group discussion revealed a strong belief that because of the successive
screening processes an individual must go through to become an Air Force Officer, the
resulting group is an elite corps well above an "average" population in many ways. From
a statistical standpoint it seems quite likely that the selection process would indeed
produce an above average population in terms of intelligence, education, persistence, and
energy level. The consulting team members strongly concurred that the group of Air

Force officers with whom we had come in contact were comparable or superior to most

professional and managerial groups we had worked with in other client settings.




The implication of this very strongly held Air Force belief is that for an officer
to be labelled as "below average" is & very severe blow to his/her ego and perceived
career potential. Our respondents indicated that this factor was a major cause of the
very strong negative reaction which the "controlled” system elicited. Thus, anv newly
designed system should avoid the need to label as "below average" any officers who are
viable candidates for futvre promotion. In today's Air Force culture any rating of

"below average" is a strong si,~al to the individual to seek his/her future career

elsewhere.
Unwillingness to differentiate openly

Two major reasons were given for the unwillingness of most officers to
differentiate openly among the officers they must rate. The first goes back to the
previous discussion. Since there is a strong feeling that all officers are above average,
rating officers strongly resist any system whereby they must identify those officers who
are below average. In our interviews, however, there was some willingness to identify
the truly outstanding individuals, and the individuals whose performance or potential is

so poor that they should be released from the Air Force.

A second factor concerns the closeness of the superior/subordinate relationship.
Here, officers feel that to advise an individual that he/she isn't meeting performance
expectations is demotivating and may have negative effects on the individual's job
performance. In the absence of potenual merit increases or bonuses for short-term
performance, rating officers feel they have to give "pats on the back" through the OER
system, even to those whose performance is acceptable but not outstanding. The
superior/subordinate relationship, along with the group cohesiveness encouraged by tkc
Air Force culture, also leads to officers’ feeling an obligation to "promote their people”.
It is a matter of pride for an officer to have his or her subordinates receive promotions,

and reflects adversely upon his/her ability to develop subordinates if they are passed
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over. The importance of this value sometimes appears to override the need to select the
best possible leadcrs for the Air Force. However, most officers expressed the belief that
there are n..uy more good officers than there are promotion opportunities at the higher
grades. They consequently believe that there seldom is a conflict between promoting "one's

own” and promoting the best leaders for the Air Force.
Up or out system

Because of budget requirements, legisiative controls and a number of other
factors, the Air Force system requires an officer either to be promoted at each
opportunity or to leave the service at some point prior to completion of a full career. It
is this fact that places so much of a burden on the OER system. There is no parallel in
private industry whereby one performance appraisal can, in effect, dictate a decision to
lay off a person many years in the future. W;\ile we did not take a random sample, the
bulk of officers we questioned believed that the "up or out" system was good for the Air
Force insofar as it assured that officers would continue to be motivated to perform well

throughout their careers.

Th ntrolled OER m

Our interviews and focus groups indicated that the controlled system has left
deep scars within the officer ranks. It has an almost uniformly negative image and
people are quick to relate instances of "good” officers leaving or being forced out of the
ser' c¢ because of a "three” rating. There is thus a negative feeling toward any type of
statistically-based controls on ratings. FHowever, as our interview and focus group
discussions of the problems of inflation unfolded. many participants offered suggestions
which amounted to some iype of control. Thus, the desire to curb rating inflation is

expressed as a willingness to see some type of "controls” implemented at an appropriate

level. Most frequently mentioned in such discussions is the Wing level. It is also clear




that if a system that limited ratings in some way were to be installed, a terminology

avoiding the word “control” might avoid the worst of the negative reactions.

istry f promoti T nsitivi

There appears to be a feeling, among junior officers in particular, that
individuals on promotion boards may look at surface data only, and therefore miss many
of the more important aspects of an officer’s record. For instance, some officers were
concerned that if the level of indorsement declines from one OER to the next, the board
will automatically treat this as a very negative factor without looking any further, when
in fact the person had changed assignments to where he/she was much further removed
organizationally from an indorser of the same rank. One source of this belief is the
common knowledge that boards cover so many candidates in so little time. A simple
division of time by candidates yields only a few minutes per candidate, so the general
feeling among many junior officers is that no in-depth reading or understanding can te
achieved. Promotion board mempoers report, however, that they need spend little time
on those records that clearly go in either the "yes™ or the "no" piles. They then report
spending much more time with those on whom there is more doubt (the records in the
"gray” zone). Also, as one might expect, promotion board members report that they dJo

look behind the surface facts when inconsistencies appear in a record.
Careerism/focus on peripherals

Because of the lack of differentiation in OER ratings a cultural phenomenon of
"focusing on peripherals” has developed. That is, many officers feel that since they
cannot stand out on the basis of their ratings they must pursue certain types of
education and assignments, which may have nothing to do with preparing them to

assume greater responsitility, in order to provide ihe promotion board with the proper

"image". A corollary to this phenomenon is the feeling of unfairness caused by the fact




that ceriain primary ussignments make it much more difficult to accomplish these
peripheral activities. For instance, certain 2ircrew members may find it impossible to
attend evening classes to improve their educational attainments on a regular basis, if

much of the time they are away on temporary duty (TDY).

These then are some of the cultural issues we discovered which surround the
OER and promotion process. The next sections deal with some oi the issues concerning

the process and form itself.
OER PROCESS ISSUES
Nomingation pr r rmini rsemen

An extensive system currently exists for differentiating among oificers on OERs
for the purpose 21 promotion recommendations. Because the ratings have become so
inflated, the differentiation no longer appears in the ratings thcmselves, but rather is
fouud in the level of the final indorsing official and the words which that individual
uses or does not use to recommend the officer for promotion. Clearly, higher level
indorsements indicate more favorable OERs. The choice of who will receive the highest
indorsements is made with great care. This choice is the result of considerable dialogue,
both verbally and in writing, between levels of command to determine who are the best
performers and those mc~t worthy to “push’ for promotion. Thus, the overt rating
process for which the OER form was designed has realiy been replaced with one which
is not visible to the ratee. While most officers we interviewed were well aware of the
fact that the level of the indorsing official v-as the primary differeutiator, there was
little spontaneous conversation in the focus groups on how the decision of who will
indorse the OER is made. It may be that officers do not wish to offset the positive

feelings they receive from inflated OERs with a more critical examination of how they

will or will not be differentiated from others in the promotion decision.




Because officers feel they must "firewall" the ratings, and because the form
requires a description of performance to justify each rating, the result is that much

description of meritorious behavior is exaggerated. This results in an ethical and an

administrative issue.

Many officers report that they are disturbed about having to say things which
they do not truly believe, but they feel forced to do so to avoid destro;ing the career of
an acceptable officer. In general, the level of ethical discomfort expressed was not
severe, but in a few cases it was quite intense. In addition, there is some feeling that by
encouraging such behavior in the writing of OERs the Air Force is setting the wrong

example for what might be expected in other areas of behavior, especially for junior

officers.

The need to provide verbal descriptions for superlative ratings also creates an
administrative burden. That is, since the rating officer must back up any rating with
"facts” about the person's performance that justify the ratings, rating officers spend a
good deal of time marshalling their facts. The process becomes a maximization game.
The rating officer knows he/she must fill ten spaces for the performance ratings.and a
larger space for the rater comments. The rater also knows that promotion board
members normally will not read the comments on the front of the OER. Therefore,
his/her "best" facts are saved for the rater comment section on the back. However,
given this number of spaces to fill, many separate facts must be described, and a good
deal of time is spent collecting and documenting them. In addition, some rating
categories are more easily observed in peripheral activities than in the major assignment
(such as oral communication for a fighter pilot). Such ratings are often made on the
basis of a performance as peripheral as conducting a tour of an airplane for a grammar

school class, rather than on flying performance.

I1vV-14

o




Administrative burden

Some cf the sources of the administrative burden of OER preparation were
discussed in the section above. In addition, the need for absclute correctness and
neatness with no erasures, and the unwritten ground rule that all spaces must be filled
with verbiage, has led to the situation where OERs often are retyped many times and
proofread by officers many times at the originating unit, and read and reviewed for
correctness at higher level units as well, Although word processing equipment is used in
some cases, it is estimated from survey data that Air Force officers may spend an
_aggregate 650,000 hours a year in the writing process alone. Adding to this the repeated
proofreadings, the typing time, the successive reviews and indorsements, the total time
involved in the OER process is enormous. Most importantly, this time is all spent in the
process of documenting performance; it is not the very productive time that might be
spent by rating officer and subordinate in a performance planning or review session to

actually improve performance.
Control of inflation

While reactions to the control program that was instituted in the 70's are still
very negative, many officers expressed the belief to the project team that there was a
need for some way to remedy the current inflated ratings situation, Most often the Wing
level was mentioned as a logical place for a review and differentiation process to take

place, and for controlling influences to be applied.
Erequency of QERs

The yearly time cycle of an OER is not an issue with the officer corps but
certain aspects were mentioned as problems. The six-month interval for lieutenants'

OERs is felt to be overly burdensome and not very useful, since a lieutenant typically

shows little change in his/her level of performance in six months. The other problem




mentioned was the requirement to produce a report on an individual because of a change
- of assignment in either the rater or ratee, when the period of the report was only a few
months. The same problem of lack of sufficient time for observation of significant

performance changes applies in this case,
Implementation of change

The Air Force is a relatively conservative institution with a strong staff
orientation. In such organizations, except under crisis conditions, change must be
evolutionary rather than revolutionary, Thus, new systems must be tied to old and must
flow out of establishéd values and practices. Given the strong concentration of authority
in the major commands i is imperative that the command staffs be part of developing
and implementing any change to the OER system. Our respondents felt strongly that any

change would need reinforcement through as many channels as possible.
Need for tralning

The officers we spoke to ail agreed upon the need for training raters, reviewers,
indorsers, personnel staff, promotion board members and anyone else involved with the
OER so that they will be prepared for their changed roles in any new system., While the
requirements tv accomplish such training may be very substantial, it will be necessary if
any significant cultural change is 1o take place. Training and information distribution
deficiencies were seen by many officers as having contributed to the failure of the

controlled OER.

QER accessibllity

There are two issues here, one concerning the availability of past OERs to the

rating and indorsing officers during the preparation of an OER and the other having to

do with the number of past OERs which are made avallable to the promotion board. Orp




the first issue there was some concern that raters and/or indorsers referred to previous
--OERs in preparing the current one. Some officers interviewed believe that this is unfair
in the case of someone who may have had a bad experience (such as a personality
corflict with his rater) in the past, but who has performed differently over the period of
the current report. By referring to past reports for making current ratings, a rater
would, in effect, be usurping the function of the promotion board which is charged with

reviewing the entire record.

The second issue is the question of how long OERs should be kept in the
personnel and selection record. Presently, the record consists of all OERs from the time
the officer was commissioned, but there are reasons why this may be inappropriate. For
example, many senior officers, who had been in the Air Force during the contrclled
OER period, felt that they or their peers were still feeling the ill effects of that period,
since many still had "3" ratings from that time in their selection folders. They were
certain that if a selection board had to decide between two folders which were otherwise
equivalent, the one with a *3" from 1977 would be at a disadvantage. The expression "a
one-mistake Air Force” was another phrase we heard referring to the perception that one
poor OER, even when followed by years of fine performance, could jeopardize an

officer's career. This was seen by most officers as unfortunate, if not unjust.
Eeedback to officers being rated

For the most part, the officers we interviewed expressed strong interest in
obtaining feedback on their performance from their immediate superiors. They agreed,
however, that the OER was not an effective vehicle for accomplishing this. This desire
for feedback was keenest among younger officers--a phenomenon that is not unlike that

found in private industry. The current generation of professionals coming out of our

colleges i8 much more attuned to an "open” environment where performance feedback,




career planning, and the use of individual initiative are an expected part of theé job

environment.
CONTENT OF THE OER FORM
Job description

It was unanimously stated that the job description was an importan: part of the
OER and definitely should be retained. There was, however, a feeling that the
description could be improved by greater concentration on what the officer actually does

~and on the scope of his or her responsibility and authority (e.g., naumber of people,

budgets, etc.).
reater f n rfor

Many officers believe that the OER as it is now constituted encourages excessive
attention to peripheral activities at the expense of the primary job and performance in
that job. The performance rating factors were 3een to engender this problem especially
for rated officers in flying jobs. These jobs provide little opportunity to demonstrate
performance factors such as "oral communication” or "management of resources”, but
since a rating of "Not Observed" is culturally unacceptable, the rater musf find
something to justify his ratings. It is in these cases that peripheral duties, such as
management of a coffee fund, or presentations to community groups, may be assigned as
opportunities for the officer to perform on these factors, Not surprisingly, many rated
officers feel that this is not a productive use of their time, nor is it seen to promote the
best long-term interests of the Air Force. The general feeling was expressed that too
many factors were being rated that were not directly related to job performance in many

jobs, There was a strong desire to rate factors that were directly pertinent to

performance in the primary position together with significant additional duties.




Performance ratings

There was general agreement that because of inflation the performance ratings no
longer perform the function for which they are designed. There were, however, few
suggestions for improvement of these ratings. In those instances where differentiated
ratings were discussed, respondents talked about identifying the extremes rather than
finding differences at all levels of performance. Also, where differentiation was

discussed, the suggestion was made that such differentiation could best be introduced at

the Wing level.

There was almost universal agreement that the required comments on the
performance ratings should be eliminated since they are not useful. Fromotion board
members acknowledged that they did not read these descriptions of performance except
in very, very rare cases. While the suggestion was made that perhaps these comments
are useful for assignments, our discussions with those responsible for assignments

indicated that they were not read for that purpose either.
Formag of narrative portions

Air Force Regulation 36-10 suggests that narratives be written in straight prose
style and discourages the use of headings, underlining, or capitalization to add emphasis.
Many officers felt that bulle g and similar techniques shouid be used to shorten the
required prose and to highlight the points that are most important. Such techniques are

used currently by some of the other séwices on their OERS.
Statement of promotability

Promotion boards indicated that they put considerable weijght on what the

indorsing officer writes about promoting the individual. Thus, an indorsing officer can

inadvertently hold a person back from being promoted by not making an overt statement




about "promotion now" even though he/she has described the officer's performance and
potential in glowing terms. It appears that a more structured process for obtaining a

statement of promotability from indorsing officials would avoid potential

misunderstandings.
NON-OER PROMOTION ISSUES
Role of augmentation

Today, nearly all officers are auymented to the regular Air Force by their
_seventh year. It is possible that some greater degree of selectivity in augmentation may
serve to eliminate people with lesser chances for a long and successful career at a time
when they are more employable on the outside and to assure an almost unijversal
promotion to major for all who are intsrested in an Air Fo-ce career and pzss through
the augmentation screen. This is, however, a subject which has implications far beyond
our ability to generate the appropriate facts and we merely raise it as an issue that might

be pursued more aggressively by the Air Force staff.
Picture i

A good deal of hostility is expressed over the inflated importance of | details
which have become associated with the photograph of the officer in the selection folder.
Variables such as the skill of the photographer, how photogenic the officer is, or
individual likes and dislikes of those serving on promotion boards are all factors which
are seen as unnecessarily biasing in relation to the picture. Many officers would prefer

removal of the photograph from the folder.

nstruction r

It appeared to us that selection boards receive a good deal of instruction on

techniques for making their selections and coming to agreement but only very general
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guidance on the criteria for selection. It seems that if the Chief of Staff were trying to
" ‘emphasize certain criteria then specific instructions about such factors sho'uld”go to
promotion boards. This could relate to such policy issues as the Chief’s desire to view a
record of good performance in cockpit jobs as sufficient reason for promotion through
lieutenant colonel. The instruction mechanism could also be used to assure that boards
pay particular attention to the needs of the service at any particular time for particular
types of skills or backgrounds. In general, more pointed instructions about the
philosophy the Chief of Staff is trying to reinforce can be given to promotion boards as

one of the major factors in the reinforcement system.

SUMMARY

This section has identified many issues and problems relating to the Air Force
OER system. Some of these are vitally important to the functioning of the system while
others are minor or peripheral issues which will not be given high priority in the search

for ways to improve the OER,

The issues and problems which the study team considers most important are those

relating to:
i. The honesty and integrity of the OER system;
2. The adequacy of the OERs focus on job performance;
3. Means for differentiating and identifying promotion potential;
4, The provision of performance feedback tc the officer being evaluated;
S. Discipline or control of OER ratings and indorsements;

6. The administrative burden associated with the OER process.




Of all the issues we identified,these are the ones which relate most directly to th«
‘fundamental objectives of the OER system, as stated in AFR 36-10 and as expressed in
the guidance we received from Air Force leadership. Thus these are the ones which
must be addressed by any conceptual designs for an improved OER system. The next

section will discuss the process by which the study team developed its proposed

conceptual designs to deal with these issues and will present the three designs in detail.




SECTION V

CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS FOR THE AIR FORCE OER

This section describes the process by which the conceptual designs were initially

formulated and refined. The specific designs are then explained in detail.

FORMULATION OF CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS

The first step taken by the project team in developing conceptual designs for Air
Force officer evaluation was to determine what tests would be applied to each design in
order to determine that they have potential use to the Air Force. Given all of the
previous input, the project team developed the following set of design criteria as being

the most pertinent against which to test any recommended design:

An improved OER system should:

1) focus on job performance, not peripherals;

2) provide differentiation in potential for promotion;

3) be acceptable to the Officer Corps;

4) provide means for developing subordinate officers; and
5) minimize administrative burden

GUIDING CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the design criteria outlined above, the project team worked with a
number of considerations which had emerged from interviews and discussions with
members of the Air Force officer corps as well as from corporate knowledge and

experience of human resources management. These guiding considerations are discussed

below.




This consideration takes into account that the Air Force officer corps is a group
of highly trained professionals which perceives itself to be above average in ability and
performance. Along with this perception is the historical inclination by the Officer
Corps to place great emphasis on rewarding subordinates and assisting in their promotion

~ opportunities by rating subordinates very highly on their OERs.

a

In conflict with these realities is the fact that the Air Force, like all other
services, must work within the constraints of the "up or out system" which mandates
selection of an ever smaller population at each officer grade. This conflict breeds an
unwillingness to differentiate openly for appraisal purposes. In consequence, the Air
Force OER process, like many other performance appraisal sy.stems, has been

characterized by high inflation in overall ratings.

The controlled OER (1974-1978) struck directly at the inflation problem by
requiring a forced distribution of ratings. Initially, the top 2 blocks were controlled
such that no more than 50% of the officer corps could be in these two blocks. The
perception at that time was that a 3 rating or below was akin to the end of an upward
Air Force career track. Terminated in 1978, the controlled OER generated a great deal

of anxiety and loss of morale which are well remembered today.

A lesson to be learned from this era is that the requirement to rate a subordinate
in an "unpromotable” category, real or perceived, is al odds with the culture and probably
will not be accepted. A second lesson is that avoidance of design features which resemble

the controlled system should ease implementation and acceptance of a new system,




This consideration recognizes that over time and many changes to the OER,
certain cultural habits surrounding the OER have become ingrained within the Officer
Corps. These habits include not only the inclination to give high ratings on potential
across the board, but also puffery in narrative comments. In addition, there is the

understandable tradition of seeking the highest level indorsement possible.

To encourage change in these habits the project team decided that alternative
QOER forms and indorsement patterns should. be sufficiently different to require raters,
indorsers, and promotion boards to adopt new modes of behavior and not merely apply
old habits to substantively different report forms.
men isti hould be th Iti Method of Makin reer
Decisions
While numerous interviewees mused about the possibility of being able to "score"
OERs to make a promotion decision, it is the project team’s firm belief that this is the
wrong direction in which to head. The Air Force created promotion boards for good
and sufficient reason. The human brain is far more powerful than any computer even
envisioned at the present time. Also, the field of psychophysical measurement (the
physical measurement of psychological phenomena, e.g., & rating of "leadership traits®) is
worlds behind computer technology. To¢ suggest that these technologies replace the
judgment of a small group of experienced and mature officers in the interest of
"fairness" is folly. We have therefore directed our efforts not toward mathematical

exactitude, but to produce th2 richest collection of information practically cbtainable for

promotion boards to use in their deliberations.




Apart from the criteria of minimizing administrative burden, the proje.t icam
felt that any alternative OER design should be formulated to take advantage of availalie
technology to the extent possible. This would apply to storage as well as processing of

OER information for both individual rater and promotion board purposes.

Practicality as a consideration also extended to implementation of an alternative
OER system. Again, drawing from lessons of the controlled OER, the project irsm
believed that gradual and perhaps evolutionary implementation might be more acc::;tabie
to the officer corps than an abrupt full scale implementation. For examplec,
al;ernative OER design assumed voluntary conformance with rating procedures . .. -
sufficient conformance did not occur, then stronger review techniques could be ad:i~. >

the system as needed.
RANGE OF FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES.

Given the criteria established for an improved OER system together witi e
guiding considerations, a range of feasible alternatives was determined to esist.
Although the initial alternatives formulated by the project team varied accorr‘A-'-- 0
certain individual features of form, process and content, this range can best be expi~ssea
in terms of degree of change -- from alternatives causing the current OER s -

change very little to alternatives causing rather radical change to the OER process.

The preliminary designs shared some common components. All of the pi e

designs assume greater usage of computer technology than currently exists. In aciiition,

all of the designs retain job performance factors, although the number of faci - . ius
been reduced. In each design; however, the requirement for supporting narrative :  »e
rating on each performance factor has been eliminated. In addition, each desi, . ..&s

incorporaled a space for the rater to define job accomplishments for the rating .. = 7.




“Finally, each design assumes use of an off-line OER worksheet for job counselling

purposes.

The designs varied one from another primarily in the way discipline would be
introduced, This variance ranged from no change in the current, covert indorsement

system to overt control of the top block.

Once the preliminary design ideas had been formulated, the project team entered
into a second stage interview prccess to test major elements of the designs by gathering

the views of selected members of the Air Force officer corps.

TESTING AND REDESIGN OF CONCEPTS

The interview guide used in the second stage interview cycle is given in
Appendix E. These interviews, held with 20 Air Force officers ranging from O-3 to O-
6, were fairly informal discussions to determine respondents’ reactions to the various
design features and to obtain their opinions on issues surrounding implementation of
these features. A summary of the results from the interviews is given below while a
complete tabulation of the results of these interviews, broken out for junior and senior

officers, is shown in Appendix E.

The overall impression from these interviews is that there is a desire for a

streamlined and discriminating QER process.

Computerization of OER processing was strongly supported as was the proposal
to use pre-developed job descriptions which could be revised or amended at the time of
OER preparation. The idea of having a separate OER for company and field grade
received fairly strong support but was accompanied with concerns over increasing the

administrative burden. Retention of the twice-a-year OER for lieutenants received very

little support (only 27% of the responcents were jositive overall).




A proposal to institute an off-line OER work sheet for use in setting goals and
reviewing past performance received very favorable reaction from the respondents. By
contrast, proposals to show a developmental goal for an individual officer on the formal f
OER form or to show the officer's strongest performance area were not well received.
A number of officers believed such additions would simply be gamed and that raters *

would have a difficult time in forming such opinions.

Officers did want to retain the graphic scale for potential but did not have strong

_feelings about omitting numeric scales on performance factors. : o

Elements which would introduce greater discipline in ratings also received strong
support. Such elements included limiting the Wing Commander to giving top potential
scores to only 10% of ratees; providing rater histories to supervisors; and showing rater

and indorser tendencies to the selection boards.

The preliminary designs were reviewed in the light of these findings and
appropriate revisions were made., The final forms of the conceptual designs are

explained next.
CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS FOR OFFICER EVALUATION

This section presents three ccnceptual designs for Air Force officer evaluation.
Presentation of these conceptual designs will be in three main parts. First, a set of
features will be discussed which will be uniform across all of the designs. These are
features which the study recommends for adoption, no matter what specific design for
evaluation may be chosen. Second, the variable features of the three designs will be
presented. Finally, each of the conceptual designs will be compared to the design

criteria which were presented on page V-1.
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' UNIFORM ELEMENTS OF THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS

There are a set of features which the study team believes should be adopted by
the Air Force and incorporated into any evaluation system which may be selected.

These features are:

1. Use computer technology to reduce the administrative burden and provide

reports and summaries not now available to the evaluation system;

-2 Improve job descriptions incorporating computer technology wherever B
feasible;
3 Provide a separate OER worksheet to assist in the evaiuation process and

to enable off-line counseling and feedback;

4, Enhance the information given to the promotion boards bearing on the

discrimination among officers;

5. Provide additional training to the participants in the OER process.

mpu Technol

Currently, OERs are largely hand-processed, although many activities employ
word processing equipment to generate OERs. Our recommendation is that the Air
Force take greater advantage of available data processing capability, to include: using
ADP equipment to store OER data, tracking the schedule of OERs (in coordination with
other personnel actions), and providing some review and quality control functions. In
addition, statistical analysis of OERs can and should be performed by computer. A

centralized database for OERs (probably at MPC) could provide information as needed

to be distributed to (command, wing, or base level) data bases, and in turn, receive input




from them for storage, tracking, and analysis. The evolving "PC3" system would be one

potential host for such a database and its software.

The increased use of computer technology is envisioned in each of the three
conceptual designs that form the core of this section. A computer would be useful in
generating reports on rater and endorser tendencies, in tracking the distribution of top

block ratings and in analyzing the pattern of senior levels of indorsement.

Computer technology offers the promise of a major reduction in administrative
'costs in the preparation of OERs. By linking thé computer to an advanced printer, the
need to procure, distribute, and store forms can be eliminated. A related, indirect cost
savings that could be realized is in the elimination of the many iterations in producing
QERs to conform to the current notion that exceptionally high standards of typing, word
and line spacing are required. We also suggest that software be developed which will
provide user-friendly, menn-driven data entry screens for use by either rater/endorser

or clerks.
Ilmprove Job Descriptions

Nearly all of our Air Force sources, in interview and focus groups, expreséed the
opinion that the job description is an important part of the OER, and th~t it should be
strengthened and made more informative. The job description can provide important
information to selection boards, especially for officers whose jobs are not well-known

*standard” operational positions.

Our recommendation is that standard “"shell® job descriptions be prepared for as
many officer jobs as possible and stored in a central database. The rater will update the
"shell” description as needed, add specifics where applicable, and ensure that the final
job description provides a clear, complete picture of the officer's duties and

responsibilities. (We envision participation by the ratee in this process, through the
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-medium of the OER worksheet, at the beginning of the rating period.) This product
should provide promotion boards and other OER users with accurate, up-to-date
information to aid their decision-making, while the process of defining the job should
facilitate job counseling and communication between the rater and his/her subordinates.
An ijllustration of what such a shell .might look like and how the rater might modify it

are displayed at Figure V-1,

It should be clear tha: :.is recommendation is not offered as a means to inhibit
the freedom of the rater to describe/establish job requirements, but rather as a job aid

with the potential to make job descriptions more useful both for promotion boards and

for job incumbents,
{134 I ER Worksh

Again, through the first round interviews, we found that many young officers
want the opportunity for job counseling from their superior officers. This need for
institutionalized counseling was also part of the overall guidance for the project

objectives,

After evaluating the findings about other organizations and some of the opinions
expressed by officers, the study team decided to recommend that a separate OER
worksheet and counseling form be used to support communications between the rater
and ratee. This worksheet would be used at the beginning of the rating period to
document the rating chain and to clarify the job requirements. At the end of the rating
period, the worksheet would be used by the ratee to cite accomplishments during the

period and by the rater to counsel the ratee on performance and career development. A

mode! of such a worksheet is displayed at Figure V-2,




FIGURE V-1

SAMPLE JOB DESCRIPTION

A. Computerized Shell. (This model job description would be provided to

the rater from the computerized OER data base).

MATERIEL MANAGEMENT OFFICER, ----- SUPPLY SQUADRON, ---e----

The Materiel Management Officer (MMO) directs and supervises the
administration, maintenance and availability of supplies and equipment in the Materie;
Management Branch of the Supply Squadron. The MMO is responsible to the
Supply Squadron Commander/Chief of Supply for the efficient management of all items
in the supply accounts. The Materiel Branch monitors stock levels, projects future
supply needs, responds to requests covering a wide variety of items, and protects against
shrinkage or theft of supplies.

Principal challenges include responding promptly and effectively to normal and
emergency supply requests, supervising subordinates, and assuring adherence v very
stringent and detailed administrative controls. Additional challenges inciude determinisg
priorities for responding to conflicting requests and using ingenuity when normal
channels do not suffice.

Important dimensions include;
Account class: --
Number of subaccounts: --
Value of equipment accounts:

Personnel supervised: Direct Indirect
Officers - -
Enlisted -- --

U.S. civilians -- --
Foreign nationals -- -




FIGURE V-1 (Contlnued)
SAMPLE JOB DESCRIPTION

B. Modified Job Description. (This is an example of how a rater might

revise the shell job description to fit the particular circumstances at that

job site).

MATERIEL MANAGEMENT OFFICER, 1776TH SUPPLY SQUADRON, ANDREWS
AFB

The Materie]l Management Officer (MMO) directs and supervises the
administration, maintenance and availability of supplies and equipment in the Materiel
Management Branch of the ]776th Supply Squadron. The MMO is responsible to the
Supply Squadron Commander/Chief of Supply for the efficient management of all items
in the supply accounts. The Materiel Branch monitors stock levels, projects future
supply needs, responds to requests covering a wide variety of items, and protects against
shrinkage or theft of supplies.

Principal challenges include responding promptly and effectively to normal and
emergency supply requests, supervising subordinates, and assuring adherence to very
stringent and detailed administrative controls. Additional challenges include determining
priorities for responding to confhctmg requests and using mgenmty when normal
channels do not suffice. M vi 1

WWM&WM
of Supply in the absence of the Squadron Commander,

Important dimensions include:

Account class: LILILIY

Number of subaccounts: _ Note

Yalue of subaccounts: __ Note

Personnel supervised: Direct Indirect
Officers Q 0
Enlisted 3 38
U.S. civilians 3 10
Foreign nationals Q 1]

Note: This sample job description was prepared by interviewing an incumbent materiel
management officer. The missing data was not available at the time of the interview but
should be available to the rater if sufficient advance notice were given.




FIGURE V-2

OER WORKSHEET AND COUNSELLING FORM

PART | RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA
1. NAME 2. SSAN 3. Grade 4. DAFSC
5. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION 6. PAS CODE
PART I RATEE - YOUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE EVALUATION PERIOD IS:
NAME GRADE POSITION TITLE
RATER
ADDITIONAL RATER | NAME GRADE POSITION TITLE
(if any)
INDORSER NAME GRADE POSITION TITLE
PART Il RATEE - YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE JOB REQUIREMENTS IS:
JOB TITLE:

Significant duties and rasponsibilitias:

PART IV

RATEE - LIST YOUR SIGNIFICANT ACCOMPLISHMENTS DURING THE PERIOD

REPORT PERIOD

TO

date

date

signature date




FIGURE V-2

7. PERIOD OF REPORT

From: | Theu:

8. NO. DAYS OF SUPERVISION | 9. REASON FOR REPORT

PARTV RATER IDENTIFICATION DATA

7. NAME 2. SSAN 3. Grade 4. DAFSC
5. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION 6. PAS CODE
PART VI DESCRIPTION OF RATEE'S JOB

10. JOB TITLE:

11.J0B DESCRIPTION

PART VIl COMMENTS ON JOB PERFORMANCE
PART VI AREAS OF CONCENTRATION FOR IMPROVEMENT OF PERFORMANCE
PART IX

AREAS OF CONCENTRATION FOR CAREER DEVELOPMENT




The OER worksheet provides a means for a ratee to influence his/her report by
providing specific information on the manner of performance of duties to the rater.
This merely provides structure and a specific form to what has been an informal
procedure. However, adding the requirement for the ratee and rater to agree on the job
description and job req_uirements at the beginning of the rating period provides a means

to positively influence job performance.

The other feature of the worksheet which is proposed as a means of improving
job performance is the comment of the rater on job performance at the end of the
rating period. The subsection labeled "areas for . . . improvement" was included
specifically to encourage the rater to identify negatives if they exist and to influence
changes in the direction of desired performance. The Air Force culture is such that it is

not likely that rating officers would be led to include such comments in the OER itself.

This concept proposes that the worksheet, not the OER, will be the principal
mechanism providing feedback to the officer corps on performance. The decision not to
rely on the OER for feedback on performance recognizes that the primary purpose for
the OER is to discriminate among officers for the purpose of making selections
(primarily for promotion). The use of one form for both counseling and discrimi.nation
would create conflicting demands on the author (the rater is asked on the one hand to
provide documentary evidence, which will help get a good officer promoted and, on the
other hand, to list that officer's weaknesses needing improvement.) Resolving this

conflict has been the most difficult challenge to revisers of OER for decades. The

solution proposed here is to divorce the OER from the counseling process.




This element addresses the file information provided to the selection boards on
each officer under consideration for promotion. First, it is recommended that the
number of OERs in the promotion folder be limited. Current practice dictates that all
the evaluation reports generated during an individual's career be included in the
promotion folder. We are proposing to limit the number of evaluation reports to all
reports generated in the present grade, orvf ive evaluation reports (whichever number is
higher). For example, if an individual has received four evaluation reports as a captain,
then these four reports, and the last OER as a first lieutenant, would be included in the
promotion folder. Similarly, if a lieutenant colonel has received six evaluation reports,

all six would be part of the promotion folder.

This measure would have considerable impact upon the Air Force officer corps.
First, it would reinforce the message that the performance evaluation system has been
re-focused to accentuate current or recent performance. In addition, it would take some
pressure off both the rater and ratee; since the OER would not have the long-term
impact that it has today. Thisr should result in more candid and accurate evaluations.
Finally, it would focus promotion board members’ limited time on those reportslwhich

should have the greatest impact on the promotion decision.

Second, there is a group of special category organizations (SPECAT) which,
according to Air Force regulations, receive preferential manning considerations as a
matter of policy. In a study of major, lieutenant colonel, and colonel temporary
promotion boards for fiscal years 1972-1974, 25 agencies identified as SPECAT were
recognized as having “higher quality" officers than did the highest MAJCOM. It is
recommended that such a study be updated and those units identified which, by
regulation, receive special consideration in terms .of the quality of officers assigned and

are shown to have significantly higher promotion board scores than the MAJCOMs. It is
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further recommended that the list of such organizations and a summary of recent
promotion selection rates be provided to each promotion board with instructions that the
board is to recognize that the proportion of outstanding officers who are assigned to

such organizations is probably significantly higher than most other units.

Finally, it is proposed as a part-of each of the conceptual designs that pertinent
rating tendencies be furnished to selection boards. Through the use of the computer
technologies recommended earlier in this section, the rating/indorsing history of the
persons or commands (depending on what level is chosen to provide the discrimination

on individual OERs) can be displayed to the promotion boards. Through such reports,
individual OERs can be interpreted accurately to differentiate those reports which are

inflated from those which represent the canuid judgment of the writer about the rated

officer's potential.

Train All Participant

Any change in administrative procedures would require additional training for
those responsible to execute this procedure. However, any substantial change in the
officer evaluation system will require training and educating the entire officer corps.
This is true because the OER process affects every Air Force officer as a participant. It
is even more significant in light of the study finding that successful implementation of
any major changes in the system will require changes in Air Force culture that go far
beyond procedure. Thus, training is a major activity addressed in the implementation

plan presented in Section VI. To ensure continued success in any officer evaluation

process, training must be on-going and continuous.




CONCEPTIONAL DESIGN 1: DIFFERENTIATION THROUGH COMMAND
PERSUASION

This alternative OER design, recognizing the strong culture surrounding the
current OER process and the potential stress that will be associated with any change,
seeks to improve the process while retaining the method of providing discrimination
among officers that, to date, has widespread acceptance, i.e., level of final indorsement.

Distinguishing features of this design are:

1. The list of performance factors has been reduced in number and the

requirement to comment on each has been eliminated.
2. The rater is no longer required to evaluate potential.
3. The discriminating factor will continue to be level of indorsement.

Process

The OER will be prepared annually and batched so that all reports for officers of
the same grade are closed out on the same date. Since the discrimination for potential is
to be the level of indorsement, and since there is a closed process following command
lines to determine which officers receive the higher level indorsements, it appears
prudent to rate all officers in a peer group together to provide a fair assessment of each
officer in the command. The argument supporting this statement is that if the major
commands are going to discipline the system, then competition among officers must be
within the command. Otherwise, the commands will be competing with each other for

promotion opportunity, an anarchical situation that would work to defeat the system of

discrimination proposed.




The identity of the rater, additional rater, and indorser would remain the same as
under the current system., The allocation of indorsements at each leve! of command

would be determined in accordance with major command policy.

At the completion of each rating cycle, the military personnel center would
produce a report which displays the indorsement tendencies of each major command and
separate activity. This report, together with the analysis of the distribution of quality
officers to SPECAT units, would give promotion boards the tools needed to inteipret

OERs and to select the best Air Force officers for promotion.

ER For

A model form that could be used in this design is displayed at Figure V-3. In
this scenario, the rater will provide numerical ratings for each of a list of six job
performance factors on a five point scale. The performance standards will be displayed
in the OER regulation. The rater will also provide comments on duty performance. The
regulation will emphasize that the narrative should focus on the performance factors and

that it should emphasize accomplishments, not adjectives.

There is space for a career development recommendation. This is a narrative in
which the rater may make any comments about the future development of the ratee as a
career Air Force officer. Appropriate comments would include future assignment
patterns, training and education, and self-improvement. In this section, the rater will

make a recommendation on whether or not to augment a reserve officer.

On the reverse side of the form the additional rater and indorser will add
narrative comments on performance of duties and potential and evaluate potential on a

six point scale. The rater will not evaluate potential.



FIGURE V-3

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 1
OFFICER IDENTIFICATION DATA
T. NAME 7. SSAN 3. GRADE 4. DAFSC
3. DUTLY IIILE 6. PAS CODE
7. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION
8. PERJOD OF REPORT 9. DAYS OF SUPERVISION 10. REASON FOR REPORT
FROM THRU BY RATING OFFICIAL
i1. JOB DESCRIFTION
\4‘.
OIHER ASSIGNED DUTIES
f
ASSESSMENT OF PERFORMANCE BY RATING OFFICIAL \
= ‘
JOB PERFORMANCE FACTORS @ % % % gg gg
- B2 g2 gk
§§ ia; 95 95 3¢ 29%
APPLICATION OF TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS OO g 0O,
PLANNING AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK N O I O O O O o O e
THE EXERCISE OF LEADERSHIP I I R O O O O O O O
MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES | o O O O I O O I O
IDENTIFICATION AND RESOLUTION OF PROBLEMS 1010107107107
COMMUNICATIONS C] 0 6 ] L ‘
COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE (Define accomplishments for rating period)
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
AN sncNATUmW




FIGURE V-3
CAREER DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATION - - ]

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL
Compare the ratee's capability to assume increased responsibility with that of
other officers whom you know in the sme grade. Indicate your rating by
piacing @ "X in the designated portica of the most appropriste block.

[ N A S

Highest

RATRR ER RATER ER 'RATER ER RATER ER |
Lowest
LSOMMENTS Y ADDITIONAL RATER

NAME, GRALCE, BR OF SVC, CXMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

SSAN rchArmua OF RATING OFFICIAL

~ COMMENTS BY INDORSER

NAME, GRADE, BR SVC, ORGN,COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

SSAN

CERTIFICATION OF REPORT BY COMMANLYAGENCY

NAME, GRADE, BR SVC, ORGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSAN SIGNATURE OF CERTIFYING OFFICIAL
v-20




Rationale

This design enhances the evaluation of job performance by reducing the number
of performance factors to those which are demonstrably pertinent to all jobs. Then by
tying the rater’s narrative to these factors it can be expected that a more meaningful
"description of job performance can be attained. This expectation is heightened by the
fact that the rater is directed to focus on the performance, not the potential. There also
is an expectation that the narrative will focus more on accomplishments and less on
-‘puffery, although this may be an unreasonable expectation. The rater-ratee relationship

is protected by retaining the discrimination at the level of the indorsement.

The results of the study team’s interviews suggest that, absent meaningful
numeric ratings, promotion boards can discriminate among officers based on narratives
and level of indorsement. The thrust of this design is to enhance the discipline which
the major commands are already providing the system. The effect would be to increase
the level of discrimination specificity on each report and to give Air Force leadership
more visibility of (and influence over) the process of differentiation being performed by
the major commands. This result is achieved by generating more detailed reports . . the

indorsement patterns in each command and by requiring that annual reports be batched.

Feedback from Air Force officers of all grades suggests that the enhancements to
morale offered by inflated reports are important to the culture. The effects of the
changes offered in this design are to retain a morale-enhancing report that discriminates
for promotion purposes and that substantially reduces the administrative burden now

experienced throughout the Air Force in preparing OERs. What this method does not

accomplish is to eliminate grossly inflated ratings and their conmitant dangers.




CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 2:  DIFFERENTIATION THROUGH RATER
PERSUASION
This alternative OER design concept would alter the existing Alr Force CER
system substantiallv. Therefore there is a risk that the culture woul® not adapt to the
change and the decision would not be accepted by the officer corps. The major
_ features, however, are now being used in other uniformed service OER systems. As
such, they have been demonstrated to be feasible, and there is an existing set of
Viuformation concerning the effectiveness of each feature used. (This does not suggest
that, removed from the parent services' cultures and their integrated OER systems, each

feature will work in the same way in an Air Force environment and context).
The distinguishing features of this design are as follows:
1. The rater is required to focus on duty performance only.

2. The indorser provides the principal information used in discriminating

among officers.

3. Raters/indorsers would be persuaded to distribute their rating scores along
the available scales by publication of their rating tendencies for use both
in interpreting their ratings and in evaluating their own Jeadership

abilities. This concept is sometimes referred to as the "rate the rater”

technique.
Process

The OER will be prepared annually, and batched so that all reports for officers

of the same grade are closed out on the same date., The purpose of this procedure is

used to reinforce the guidance to indorsers to consider all officers of a grade when




" preparing the promotion recommendation so as to achieve a realistic distribution of

scores.

The rater should be the ratee's immediate supervisor. This is the person who
determines what the duty requiremeuts will be and who is best situated to evaluate how

well the ratee accomplishes the duties.

Criteria will be established for the selection of indorsing officérs to ensure that
, responsible, mature officers perfprm this duty; bgt unnecessary inflation of level of
indorsing official will not be permitted. For example, the indorsing officer might be
designated as the rater's supervisor with the additional requirement that he/she be at

least a field grade officer and be at least one grade senior to the officer being rated.

There would be provision for an additional rater if there were a level of
supervision between the rater and the inudorser. This might happen most often when the
additional rater was not at least a field grade officer or when he/she was not one grade
higher than the ratee. There would not be a space on the OER form for an-additional
rater's narrative, Rather, that narrative would be attached on an additional sheet. This
is predicuted on the belief that additional raters would only be needed on a small

minority of the reports,

The report will be prepared on a computer so that, when completed and reviewed
at the installation, the administrative information and quentitative ratings will be a part .
of the data base ar the base level. This data base can be shipped electronically to the
Air Force Military Personnel Center. At the base level the ratings would be used to re-
compute the ratings histories of both rater and indorser. These historical summaries
would then be available for review by their supervisors when subsequent evaluations are

prepared. Thus when officer "A" is evaluating officer "B", "A" should consider "B's"

evaluation history and whether "B" complies with Air Force policy. The operative policy




“here is that the ability to make candid, realistic evaluations of subordinates is a measure

of good leadership.

At the Military Personnel Center, the updated data base would be used to
electronically generate a label showing the rating history of each rater and indorser.
This label would be affixed to the record copy of each official OER. Thus the selection
boards and assignment officers would be able to evaluate ratings for performance and
potential in respect to the rater's and indorser's long term tendencies, isolating and
- discounting the worth of those ratings being inflated. The concept envisions that a three

year running average would constitute the rating history for each officer with evaluation

responsibilities.

Finally, it is proposed that a report showing each officer's rating history be
prepared and placed in the selection folder when he/she is being considered for

promotion.
OER Form

A model of the form that could be used in this design is displayed at Figure V-
4. The rater will provide numerical ratings for each of a list of six job perfor-mance
factors on a seven point scale. The performance standards will be displayed in the OER
regulation. The rater will also provide comments on duty performance. The instructions
will emphasize that the rater is to structure his/her narrative around the job performance

factors as an outline and that the narrative should focus on deeds, not adjectives.

The indorser prepares the reverse of the form beginning with a career development
recommendation. This is a narrative section in which the indorser may make any
comments about the future development of the ratee as & career Air Force officer.

Appropriate comments would include future assignment patterns, training and education,

and self -improvement.




FIGURE V-4

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 2
"
‘RATEE IDENTTFICATION DATA

1. NAME Z. S3AN 3. ORADE 4. DAFSC

S. DUTY TITLE 6. PAS CODE

7. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION
8. PERIOD OF REPORT 9. DAYS OF SUPERVISION 10. REASON FOR REPORT

THRU BY RATING OFFICIAL )

11. JOB DESCRIPTION

OTHER ASSIGNED DUTIES

ASSESSMENT OF PERFORMANCE BY RATING OFFICIAL

DNM=DOES NOT Consistently MEET the performance standards,
JOB PERFCRMANCE FACTORS " MSE<MEETS and SOMETIMES EXCEEDS the performance standards

CE=CONSISTENTLY EXCEEDS the performance standards
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COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE (Define accomplishments for rating period)
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S5AN SIGNATURE OF RATING OFFICIAL




FIGURE V-4

CAREER DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATION

DNMa=DOES NOT Consistently MEET CEEgﬂ standards
OFFICERSHIP FACTORS MSE=MEETS AND SOMETIMES S the performance standards

CE=CONSISTENTLY EXCEEDS the puformance standards
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Next the indorser would evaluate five 6!‘ ficérship factors on the sémé seveh point
scale. Again, the standards would be displayed in the regulation. These traits are
assigned to the indorser under the philosophy that traits are more closely related to
potential than to current performance and the burden of estimating potential should be
placed on the indorser rather than the rater. Finally, the indorser would evaluate the
promotion potential of the ratee (scale of 1 to 7) that reflects the potential of the ratee
to perform the duties associated with the next higher grade, in comparison with all other
Air Force officers of the ratee's grade. The indorser will also provide a narrative that

justifies the officership ratings and the estimate of potential.

The report should be reviewed by the indorser's supervisor unless the indorser is
in the grade of colonel or higher. Under most circumstances, when a reviewer is used
he/she should be in the grade of colonel or higher. The purpose of the review is to
ensure that a senior Air Force officer has viewed the report. In interviews conducted by
the study team, colonel is the lowest grade where it was observed that officers
consistently expressed concern about a relationship between a credible OER sgystem and

the future well-being of the Air Force officer corps.
Rationale

The focus of quality control measures will be on the behavior of indorsing
officers. This behavior can be influenced by publishing the indorser's rating history in
two forms, First, on each OER a computer generated indorser rating history reveals to
selection boards whether the indorser is complying with the spirit of the regulation. An
indorser who inflates all reports degrades the value of those OERs which he/she
prepares. Second, a computer generated rating history will be placed in the selection
folder of each officer being considered for promotion showing how that officer has
performed the responsibilities incumbent on indorsing officers, These computer

generated reports will create stress for those indorsing officers who do not comply with
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the spirit of this OER concept. In addition, inflation of scores can be influenced by a
thorough education program for indorsing officers. This program should provide
periodic updates of information about statistical trends in OER inflation, a means of

reassuring indorsers who comply and pressuring those who do not.

The OER process protects the relationship between an officer an his immediate
supervisor by not requiring the supervisor to furnish the most obvious promotion

discriminators in the OER. The indorser, who is forced to provide quantitative

I
|
4y

-discriminators, is separated from the ratee by one level of supervision; and the indorser
is thus presumed to be more impartial to the conflict between the needs of the
-individual (recognition through promotion to a higher grade) and that of the organization

(select the best qualified through Air Force-wide competition).

Even with the computation of rater histories, the rater can not be expected to
contribute much discrimination using job performance and officership factors on the
front side of the form. The culture would not permit this much of a change in behavior
from the current traditions. However, these factors should be included -~ somewhat for
the discrimination (a chance to separate the sub-marginal) but more for the purpose of
educating the officer corps on the Air Force expectations about performance of du.ty and

the qualities of officership.

The principal discrimination on the OER will be the indorser’s rating for
potential. This rating would not be specifically controlled; however, by requiring that
annual reports be batched by grade and through persuasion it is reasonable to suppose
that the majority of indorsers can be influenced to distribute their ratings along the
potential scale. The value of a maximum rating will be degraded in the cases where an
indorser gives everyone 8 maximum score. This distribution of scores will be the basis,
observed over a time period, that provides a number of reports on each officer for

discrimination among levels of potential for promotion.
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 3: DIFFERENTIATION THROUGH TOP BLOCK
CONSTRAINT

The third alternative OER design also alters the existing Air Force OER
substantially. In this third alternative, discipline is introduced overtly through a 10%
limitation on the number of top block ratings allowed. This alternative runs the risk of
being negatively compared to the controlled system although specific identification of a
small percentage o high achievers is now being done through the covert indorsement

allocation process,
The distinguishing features of this design are;

1. This entire system is envisioned as a computer-based process. That is, all
information on an OER is entered dircctly into a remote terminal/PC,
where it is stored for future access while certain decisions are made about

its viability. It is not released to the official record until it has been

validated.

2. Rating officers make differentiations between officers but only .t the
extremes.

3. The indorsing officer is limited to rating only ten percent of the officers

in each grade in the top block for potential.
OER Process

This design does not incorporate a change in the current timing of OERs. That
is, they would continue to be based on anniversary dates, change of assignments, etc.
The major change in this system is that OERs would not enter into the official record

until the end of each year. Using current computer technology, OERs would be written

or entered on a personal computer or computer terminal so that the ratings are




immediately "banked." In addition, a printout of the form (which is printed entirely by
the computer) is signed and sent through the chain of command to any intermediate
commanders, who enter their indorsements on the form, and into the computer data
bank. The form is ultimately forwarded to the wing commander. The wing
~commander’s promotion rating is entered into the computer, but not on the physical
form which is maintained at wing headquarters until the end of the year. At that time,

the wing commander's ratings are validated against the ten percent limitation (see the

following section).

As will be explained later, the primary promotion recommendations will be made
by the wing commander or equivalent level. The wing commander will be limited to
recommending no more than 10% of each grade for below the zone promotions. The
form will allow intermediate supervisors to make a recommendation on promotion, but
these recommendations will not have to meet the 10% test. These intermediate
recommendations are vehicles for supervising officers to encourage the promotion of
their best people, those with the greatest potential for greater responsibility in the Air
_Force. Clearly, it is in the interest of intermediate raters to be selective in their ratings
since if they rate all officers as "promote early.” they would in effect be leaving the

decision entirely to the wing commander, with no real input from themselves.

This identification of highest potential together with somc¢ amount of variation in
performance ratings provides the promotion board with more overt and factual input
than is now available. It is anticipated that this input will be most useful initially in
making decisions on below the zone promotions. However, with the passage of time, as

the number of OERs in a file builds, individuals will:

I. Be rated as outstanding on some performance factors and not otliers;




2, Receive different ratings on the same factors for different time periods;

and
3. Receive different indorsements at different times.

Given this type of variation, boards will be able to reliably differentiate between

officers in a much wider spectrum than just identifying the “top” ten percent.

"Wing commander” is used here as the most typical command level at which
rating distributions would be tested. For commands which are not organizgd into wings,
an equivalent level would have to be determined. Also, for levels above the wing level,
the indorsing officer would be at least a step removed from the individual, at a rank of
O-6 or higher. In any case, the final indorser must have at least ten officers of the rank
to be indorsed reporting through the chain of command to him/her or the OER would

be forwarded to the next level for indorsement.

This concept also envisions that an additional rater will evaluate the ratee. This
additional rater will be the rater’s supervisor, unless the rater's supervisor is a wing
commander or the equivalent in which case there will be no additional rater. Space will
be provided for a narrative where the additional rater can comment on both perl‘m-mance

of duties and potential, There will also be a space for a promotion recommendation.

As each OER is indorsed, and the promotion recommendation entered into the
computer, the computer will "bank" these ratings against the indorser’s "account". This
bank wili be available for examination by the indorsing officer and/or his designated
staff members (through use of an access code) at any time during the year, Thus, the
officer (and his/her staff) will be able to verify his/her own records as to whether the
indorsing officer is staying within the 10% top block limitation, At the end of the year,

the total pattern can be reviewed and changes made. This is intended to give the

indorsing officer a chance to review his/her recommendations in light of all officers




rated. This is done simply by changing the recommendation in the computer. When the ]
indorsing officer is satisfied with his/her final ratings, the recommendations are entered
on the hardcopy OERs, which are then signed and forwarded to the appropriate

MAIJCOM and ultimately to MPC. The process is then begun again for the new year.

As the performance ratings are entered by the original rater (or staff person),
they are also "banked" against the rater's "account.” It is envisioned that this account
will contain a running, three-year average of performance ratings given by each rater
for each officer grade. This account can be maintained in the exportable OER data
base. Each rating officer will be supplied with a computer report at the end of the year
on the distribution of ratings he/she has given. This distribution will go to the rating
officer and his/her immediate superior, Space has been provided in the job performance
factors section of each QER to display the rater's rating distribution history. This
distribution will be produced by the computer at the end of the year and before indorsing
officers make their final review. This information will also be on the OER when it is

considered by the selection board.

It is recommended that the FY 72-74 study of Special Category Units (SPECAT)
be updated to identify those units which, by regulation, receive special consideration in
terms of the quality of officers assigned and are shown to have significantly higher
promotion board scores than the MAJCOMs, It is further recommended that the list of
such organizations be provided to each promotion board with instructions that the board
is to recognize that the proportion of outstanding officers who are assigned to such
organizations is probably significantly higher than 10%. This design does not
recommend having indorsing officers rate promotion potential within such organizations

against a standard that is different than the 10% for the entire Air Force.
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FIGURE V-5

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 3

C RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA
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8. PERIOD OF REPORT 9. DAYS OF SUPERVISION 10. REASON FOR REPORT |
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FIGURE V-5

CAREER DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATION
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PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION
[ poNoOTPROMOTE [] PROMOTE WITH PEERS [ ] PROMOTE AHEAD OF PEERS
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The proposed OER form for this design is displayed as Figure V-5. This design shows a
reduction in the number of performance factors to six, on the basis that the more the
overall performance is fractionated th? less the rater is able to distinguish between the
individual aspects which are frequently interdependent and the more the overall attitude
toward the individual or "halo effect" will operate. Also, this list isolates those aspects
which are separate and critical to the widest variety of jobs. Narratives for each factor

will not be required. These performance factors are:

i, Application of Technical Knowledge and Skills;
2 Planning and Organization of Work;

3 The Exercise of Leadership;

4. Management of Resources;

5. Identification and Resolution of Problems; and
6. Communication.

This design also provides for only the rating officer to fill out the performance

factor ratings. Each factor will be rated in 3 categories:

1. Does not consistently meet the requirements of the job.

2. Consistently meets and may sometimes exceed the requirements of the
job.

3, Consistently exceeds the requirements of the job in significant and

substantial ways.

In the Comments on Performance section, the rater makes narrative comments on
what the individual has accomplished during the rating period. Orienting the comments
in this manner clearly directs the rater toward talking about things that have to do with
the primary job. This should be as factual as possible, with the use of descriptive

adjectives kept to a minimum. Key points should be bulieted or highlighted to draw the

attention of those reading the OER.




The Career Development Recommendation is a narrative section in which the
rater may make any comments about the future development of the ratee as a career Air
Force officer. Appropriate comments would include future assignment patterns, training
and education, and self-improvement. In this section, the rater makes a recommendation
on whether or not to augment a reserve officer., This section ends the portion of the

OER prepared by the rater.

Space is provided on the form for a unit administrator to certify that the report
is correct. It is epvisioned that this will be completed at the end of the re_porting year
by the administrative office having visibility of the wing commander's evaluations
during the past year. This section would be completed when the administrator had

certified that the number of top block promotion recommendations during the year had

not exceeded the 10% limit.
Rationale

Given the history of "firewalled” ratings, it is the intention of this system to have
rating officers make some differentiations between officers but only at the extremes.
While this is certainly far from an ideal system it is one which may be workable, given
the recent OER history and the Air Force culture. Furthermore, because different
people will be considered outstanding on different performance factors at different
times, it will, over time, be possible to make much broader distinctions between records

than just the extremes.
Specifically, the system was built to recognize that

l. Air Force officers are not a random selection from the general

population, but rather an elite group of highly achieving individuals.




2 fln imy elite group, thére is still a range of talent, .including those
individuals who stand noticeably above their peers, having an unusually
high level of skill and energy for recognizing problems or opportunities
and applying the leadership to deal with them. The opposite is just as
true, that no matter how select the group, there are always some

individuals who fail to live up to the standards.

3. Since most officers are well qualified to perform any assignment for
which they have the technical skills, it is not necessary to make fine =
differentiations in either performance or potential for most of the officer
force. There are, however, certain highly challenging and vital positions
for which it is necessary to identify that small percentage of our officers

who perform best in particular aspects of their current positions and pre
)

the natural leaders among their peers.
EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS

Section IV presented several critical design criteria which the study team derived
from our data analysis. These criteria are not all equally well satisfied by all three of
our conceptual designs for the OER, We realized that it was probably not feasible to
satisfy all of these criteria in any one design, so each design concentrated on particular
criteria, and often failed to completely satisfy some of the others. Table V-1 presents a
summary of our evaluation of the extent to which each of the three designs is likely to

satisfy each criterion, if it is implemented as we suggest. The following paragraphs

evaluate each design, in turn, against the five criteria.




TABLE V-1

RESIGN CRITERIQON
FOCUS ON JOB PERFORMANCE
PROVIDE DIFFERENTIATION ON POTENTIAL
BE ACCEPTABLE TO OFFICER CORPS

PROVIDE MEANS FOR DEVELOPING SUBORDINATE
OFFICERS

MINIMIZE ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN
SHORT-TERM

LONG-TERM

EPROQBABILITY OF SATISEYING CRITERION
COMMAND RATER TOP BLOCK
CONSTRAINT
HIGH HIGH HIGH
MODERATE HIGH MODERATE/HIGH
HIGH MODERATE  MODERATE
MODERATE MODERATE  MODERATE
Low Low LOwW
MODERATE HIGH  MODERATE/HIGH




CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 1 - COMMAND PERSUASION
Focus on Job Performance

Conceptual Design 1, the one which requires the least change from current OER
practices, does provide an improved focus on job performance, with the number of
performanée factors being reduced to six and the narrative comments on each
eliminated. The regulation accompanying this form would emphasize that the rater

should focus on job accomplishments in writing his narrative.
Differentiation on Potential

Differentiation of potential would be provided much as it is on the present form,
although the additional information provided to selection boards should give more

insight into the true value of the potential rating. This design is therefore moderately

likely to improve the differentiation of potential.
Acceptability to Officer Corps

This design would probably be quite acceptable to the officer corps because of
its similarity to the current form and process: it requires few painful adjustments. This

is one of the strong points of this design, and one of the reasons for its inclusion,
Doreloping Subordinates

This design and the other two are virtually identical in the way in which they
provide for the development of subordinate officers, therefore they will not be
separately discussed. All would be accompanied by an off-line counseling form which is
designed to facilitate the provision of performance feedback and career counseling to the

officer being rated. The study team feels that this will constitute an improvement over

the current system, which lacks a formal feedback mechanism, but that its real success




~ will depend upon the effort devoted to training officers to provide effective counseling
and feedback to subordinates. The effectiveness of the off-line counseling provisions
- will also depend upon the Air Force leadership’s commitment to and enforcement of the

counseling and feedback requirement.

Administrative Burden

Conceptual Design 1 will have little effect on the administrative burden of the
OER system in the short term, although the removal of some narrative sections and the
use of automation in form preparation will reduce the burden somewhat. The tracking
of indorsement histories will require some administrative investment in the short term to
) develop an automated system, but in the long term is likely to reduce the burden on the

commands and the selection boards.

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 2 - RATER PERSUASION

Design 2 has a strong focus on job performance, separating the performance
factors, which have been chosen to be applicable to all Air Force officers jobs, from the
"officership" factors. The instruction accompanying this form would give clear examples
of exemplary behaviors for each factor, further emphasizing the focus on how well the

officer performs his primary duties.
If i

Design 2 provides distinct rating factors for officership or potential, which are
rated by the indorsing officer. These would support the overall potential
recommendation by the indorser. This design, therefore, provides for clear and explicit

rating of potential, separate from job performance, and is likely to yield better

differentiation than the current system, without the current "covert”™ component.




Acceptabllity to Officer Corps

Conceptual Design 2 should be moderately ac;:eptable to the officer corps,
although there will be some risk in this respect, since it requires some major changes in
rating behaviors. The major risk with this design is that officers will continue to
perceive that any rating or indorsement other than top block will be devastating to their
career as it is now. Only time and experience would reduce this fear, and the risk is
that the officer corps would not give it that time. The keys to such acceptability will be
the effectiveness of the training and indoctrination which accompany the introducﬁon of
the design, and the widespread credibility of the Air Forée leadership’s commitment to
the new system. The mechanisms for controlling rating inflation should be acceptable if

they are applied uniformly across all officer grades and commands.
Administrative Burden

This design, like the first, will require administrative effort to be invested in
startup procedures, such as development of software to produce :tatistical.lummaries and
rater/indorser histories. However, once the system is in place and operating it should be
simpler and less burdensome for the officers and the MPC than the current system, since

it will be highly automated and it decreases the amount of narrative material to be

written and edited,
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 3 - TOP BLOCK CONSTRAINT
Focus on Job Performance

Conceptual Design 3 has a strong focus on job performance, with an improved
job description and simplified performance factor ratings. The performance factors

have been chosen to be applicable to the widest possible variety of Air Force officer
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jobs, and to represent truly critical behaviors, Narrative comments on performance will

- be required to deal with accomplishments on the job.
Differentistion on Potential

Design 3 provides for the differentiation of potential for prumotion by the
indorser's explicit promotion recommendation. Indorsement level will not be used to -
provide this differentiation. The limitation of 10% top block promotion
recommendations by the wing commander will force the selection of the very best
officers for this rating, although there will be no differentiation among the large number
of good but not outstanding officers on this item. However, over time and through a
series of reports, discrimination can be made through a much wider range than 10%.
Therefore, we estimate that this criterion will be quite likely to be satisfied by this

design.

Acceptabllity to Officer Corps

It is our opinion that this design is moderately likely to be accepted by the
officer corps, after some initial resistance to the idea of explicit constraint on ratings.
As with the other designs and other criteria, much will depend upon the credibility of
the Air Force leadership's commitment to this design, and upon how well this

commitment is communicated to the officer corps.
Administrative Burden

Design 3 will be similar to Design 2 in the requirement for a fairly heavy
administrative investment in the initial implementation phases. A mechanism will be
needed to track wing commander rating distributions and to keep statistics on

performance ratings. However, once the system is up and running, the administrative
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burden should be reduced from that of the current system. There will be less narrative

‘to write and edit, and much of the work will be computer-aided.

Viewed against the criterion of acceptability to the officer corps, Design 1 is
predicted to do thé best, since it requires the least change in "business as usual". The
other two designs are somewhat more threatening to the status quo, and are likely to
meet stronger resistance. They will require carefully developed and intensive training

and information programs to insure acceptance.

All three designs use the same method, an off-line counseling and feedback
form, to provide a means for fostering the career development of subordinate officers.
As mentioned above, the success of this method will depend largely -upon the

preparation, training and reinforcement provided to the officers who must work with it.

The criterion of minimizing the administrative burden of the OER system is best
accomplished in the long run by Design 2, with Design 3 nearly as efficient. Design 1,
with the least change from the current system, is not expected to reduce the burden as
much, All would require a front-end investment of resources to develop the requisite

hardware, software, documentation, etc., but Designs 2 and 3 would eventually return

this investment with automation and aiding of some of the more onerous OER functions.




SECTION VI
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

This section presents the recommendations of the study for implementation of a
revised officer OER system into the Air Force. Obviously in an effort as large as
implementing a new OER system there are literally thousands of details which must be
addressed before the system becomes a reality. Such an effort is clearly beyond the
scope of our contract or our capabilities. What follows are our conclusions about the

major issues and aspects of implementation.

The need for a detailed and well thought-out plan for introducing the new
system can be best appreciated through review of the lessons learned from the controlled
OER era (1974-1978). That OER system is not viewed as successful, and one of the
reasons given for its failure was the way it was introduced into the Air Force. This
recommended implementation plan takes account of the mistakes and successes of that

period, as reported in the Air University study of May 1979 (Phillips, 1979).

This plan is based on an assumption that the Air Force will select a new OER
system concept that is substantially different both in process and form from the current
OER system. Adopting a minor revision to the current system (such as conceptual
design 1) would not require as long to complete, although the case could be made that

all of the steps described below would be necessary.

A conclusion presented elsewhere in this study is that the principal flaw of the
current system lies neither in the process nor in the form but in the culture surrounding
the OER and the resulting behaviors which have inflated scores and compromised the

value of the ratings placed on the OER forms. Consequently a strong emphasis should

be placed on actions necessary to influence a change in officer attitudes about the OER




process. A substantial number of such recommended actions are grouped below under
the topic of training. However, the scope of actions needed is broader than training,

and an effort has been made to integrate this indoctrination program throughout all

phases of the implementation plan,

The plan is divided into eight phases:

1. feasibility assessment and final decision;
2. design;

3. development;

4. testing;

5. full scale training;

6. full scale operation;

7. evaluation; and

8. refinement and maintenance,

Each of these phases will be discussed below. Table VI-1 at the end of this section is an
implementation schedule. This schedule suggests that, in an orderly transition, the first

rating periods under a new OER system could begin about twenty-four months after a

decision is made to proceed.
FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT AND FINAL DECISION

The plan assumes that the Air Force, at the staff level, will select one of the
OER concepts under consideration. The first phase of this implementation plan is to
prepare the concept for scrutiny by the top leadership and to make a decision to commit
significant Air Force rasources to implementation. A second assumption is that, rather
than entering the Planning, Programming, Budgeting System to compete for resources,

the implementation will receive suffizient priority to be funded by diversion of

resources from other missions.




In this phase the Air Staff and the Military Personnel Center will test the
feasibility of adopting the changed OER system and estimate the resources in terms of
dollars, manpower and time needed to successfully adopt the new system -- in other
words, conduct a feasibility analysis. An important aspect of feasibility is the
assessment of how the proposed change in the OER system will affect other systems in

the larger human resource management function.

A part of this feasibility analysis should be to present the recommendation to the
major commands and staff agencies for comments. These comments should be

incorporated into a decision briefing for Air Force senior leadership.

The outcome of this phase will be the decision to implement the change and an

allocation of the resources necessary to execute the change.

DESIGN

So far the change to the OER system has been worked out in terms of outcomes
and process. In the design phase of im~»lementation the specifications of the system will
be written as well as the specifications for sach subsequent phase of the implementation

plan.

It would be of great future benefit to the success of the revised OER system to
integrate the major commands into the planning process_so that they share ownership of
the outcome. For this reason, and to provide a staff kno.wredgeable of a wide spectrum
of Air Force issues, it would be beneficial to assemble a multi-command task force to

complete the detailed implementation plan.

In this phase the detailed plan will be developed to implement the change. Some

aspects requiring particularly fine detail inciude:

1. systems requirements and specifications;




2. identification of implementing agencies (Air Staf{, MPC, Air University,
: contractor, etc.);, : ) T

3. test plan;

4. training;

5. publicity;

6. time-phased start-up; and
7. evaluation,

The outcome of the design phase will be a detailed plan encompassing each phase
of the implementation program. A particularly significant element of this plan is that of
evaluation. In the evaluation plan the design team will write the standards by which the
success of the implementation will be measured. The importance of designing the
evaluation plan early is that evaluation can begin early and the developers and
implementers have an on-going evaluation as a control to assist them in maintaining
standards of quality throughout the implementation cycle. A second significant aspect of
the design phasc is the designation of the lead agency and suppor*'ng activities to

accomplish the implementation.

Public relations activities should begin immediately after the decision is made to
proceed with a revision to the OER system. This activity should be integrated with each
phase of the implementation and, therefore, is not appropriately a separate phase,
During the design phase the Air Force officer corps should be informed that the
decision has been made to revise the OER, that design of the revised system is
underway, and of the reasons militating for a change. Thorough planning for publicity
in the design phase will be highly supportive of success in shaping officer attitudes

about the OER change.




DEVELOPMENT

In the development phase the materials, programs and systems envisioned in the
design will be created. These are the tangible assets of the revised OER system which
must be in place before the changeover to a new process and form can be made. The
development phase will also produce those training and education materials that will be
used to influence officer attitudes and behaviors toward the cultural changes needed if

the revised CER system is to be a success.

Development need not be deferred until all design work has been completed.
The proposed milestone schedule at Figure VI-1 suggests that design and development
can proceed to some extent in parallel with a phase lag in development to preclude the
double effort,that could result wnen a design change is made in a sub-system for which

products might have been developed otherwise.
Some of the activities during the development phase include the following:

1. Validate the information management system requirements and write the

detailed systems specifications.

2. Procure or identify existing information processing equipment which will

be used to support the revised OER system.

3. Write, test, and debug the software which will be needed to enter,
process, storc and retrieve the OER data to be developed in the new
system. (This may be a step on the critical path toward completion of a

successful implementation.)

4. Write and validate the OER and related forms to be used in the new

system,




5. Prepare revised regulations, instructions and supporting information that
will be used by administrators, raters, and indorsers under the new
system. An important subset of this information would be that
documentation of the automa\ted information system needed by users.
These materials should be prepared, coordinated, and published prior to

the next phase.

6. Develop training materials to be used in training of wusers and

administrators of the new system.

7. Prepare additional publicity and promotion materials.

TESTING

A test of the new OER system should be conducted prior to proliferating the
system Air Force-wide. This test should be constructed to simulate as closely as possible
its projected use when fully in place. For that reason, the test should not be conducted

until the completion of the development phase.

The test should be conducted in representative smaller units of each of the major
commands and several of the more significant separate activities (Air Staff, MPC, Air
University, etc.). The size of each test unit should be restricted to the smallest necessary
to exercise the system fullv and to yield a statistically significant sample of reports. On

the other hand, as many different commands should be included as resource availability

will allow.

Some mechanism should be included in the tect which will heighten the realism
of the exercise. (One of the lessons learned from the controlled OER period was that
the test did not reveal the extent of resistance to the change which the officer corps

would express when the new system was fully operational.) An example of a mechanism
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which might make the test more realistic would be a requirement for the rater and/or
indorser to brief the report to the ratee and for the Air Force to collect attitude data

from ali three by means of a survey conducted in the evaluation of the test.

Some actions which should be conducted in the testing phase inciude the

following:
1. Select and notify the test units;
2. Train representatives from each test unit to train their units and
administer the test;
3. Train administrators, raters, and indorsers in the test units;
4, Conduct a rating cycle using the new system;
5. Evaluate the resuits. Some issues to be evaluated would include:
- administrative procedures;
- effectiveness of information systems;
- the distribution of ratings,
- the usefulness of the OER data to selection boards;
- counseling compliance and its effectiveness;
- officer attitudes about the revised system; and
- success of the training programs.
6. Following the test evaluation consideration should be given to adjusting

the system to account for lessons learned from the test.




The study team believes that the best control group is either an external set of
units or a set of previous reports on the same officers. Doing‘simultaneous reports
under new and old systems is likely to introduce an auto-correlation error that will
confound the results, Therefore, such a technique would not provide an effective

control.
FULL SCALE TRAINING

Lessons learned from the implgmentation of the controlled OER in 1974 suggest
that a good training program is essential to the successful conversion to a different OER
system. Therefore, the training phase should be carefully planned and vigorously
executed. The training conducted for the test units as a part of the previous phase

should be carefully evaluated and the results incorporated- into the full scale training

programs.

Training is needed in two major areas. First, there is an obvious need to train
officers in the procedural steps they will take in executing the OER system cycle. As a
part of this aspect of the training program, prosisions should be made for training that
will change officers’ attitudes about the OER procuss. It is an observation of the study
team that it would not be practical to design an OER system which cannot be "gamed"
by officers determined to do so. Therefore, in concert with the persuasion and control
mechanisms built into the system, the training program should seek to create an attitude
in the officer corps in which the majority of officers comply with the spirit of the

revised system.

A second area on which training should be focused is that of the counseling of
subordinates. The experience of the other Services and that of the firms observed in

private industry parallels that of the Air Force -- counseling is a task that supervisors

are reluctant to do, which most do poorly absent adequate preparation, and one for




which good training programs can increase the effectiveness of most supervisors. This is
a chronic rather than an acute challenge and thus suitable for a long-range training
perspective. In that regard counseling may be a subject best addressed through a

combination of pre-commissioning and professional military education programs.
Steps which may be included in the training program include:

1. Develop sets of training programs suitable for use in units as well as in

the various institutional environments;
2. Train major command and separate activity training teams;

3. Major command and separate activity teams train raters to perform
evaluations and counseling, train indorsers to evaluate and maintain

quality control of OLRs;

4, Train the promotion secrctariat in the revisions and to prepare materials

for orientations of promotion board members; and

5. Begin revised training/education in the OER system in the Air Force

institutional programs,
FULL SCALE OPERATION

Air Force-wide implementation of the revised OER system js dependent on the
speed with which the supporting systems can be developed and proliferated. The
milestone schedule at Figure VI-1 suggests that evaluations under a revised OER could

begin two years after the decision to proceed is made.

The principal question concerning full scale operation is, what schedule should be
followed in converting from ovaluations using the Alr Force Form 707 to the new form

and procedure? The operative consideration is that the revised OER system requires
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that a cultural change be effected among the officer corps. This change must be such
that evaluators are more candid in their ratings. Therefore, it is desirable that the
conversion be accomplished in a short period of time, and that the Air Force not operate
two OER systems simultaneously which have different perspectives on what honest and

candid evaluations should say about officers who are being evaluated.

The transition should be initiated with a close-out report for all officers using
AF Form 707. This will be the opportunity for all units that are now manipulating the
system to complete whatever distribution of indorsements they are working toward.
Having a close-out report for all officers means that all start under the new system from

the same point and have more or less equal opportunity to receive favorable evaluations

in the future.

It would be desirable to make all the close-out reports effective on the same day,
but such a procedure would create an extraordirary administrative burden. Therefore,

the transition should be planned to occur, by grade, over a period of not more than 90

days.

Following the close-out, reporting would begin on a routine basis for each grade.
The transition will be the smoothest if the sequence is in inverse grade order (begin with
Colonels). Thus, in the transition to the new system, each evaluator (rater and indorser)
is already being evaluated under the system before he/she is required to complete a
report. It is also prudent to schedule the close-out report for lieutenant colonels
immediately prior to a primary zone promotion board for selection for colonel.
Therefore, lieutenant colonels, who have relatively low promotion opportunity, will be
the last grade group to meet a promotion board under the new system. Similarly, the
promotion boards for selection to captain and major, where the promotion opportunity is
relatively high, should be scheduled so that many officers meet the board with an

evaluation under the new system in their file. The high selection rate of these officers
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should be publicized to demonstrate that the new system will operate fairly and that the

right officers (high performing) will be promoted.

Steps in the full scale operation phase include:

1. Expand the information program,;
2. Disseminate regulations and instructions;
3. Install and test hardware, and software;
4, Phase out AF Form 707 with close-out reports by grade;
5. Begin reporting under the revised system, also by grade; and
6. Continue training.
EVALUATION

There is a need for continuing evaluation from the outset of the implementation
period, but a well thought-out and energetic evaluation phase should begin with full
scale operation under the revised OER system. The evaluation program should be
centralized in the Air Force rather than being delegated to the major commands, as it is
today. Also, there should be provision to continue the evaluation phase indefinitely into
the future as an Air Force headquarters function. (In this regard there is a separate
recommendation, elsewhere in this report, that the Military Personnel Center OER

quality control capability be augmented.)

Some of the items which should be evaluated include:

1. Operation of the developed technology;




2, Compliance of raters and indorsers with the instructions and the spirit of

the new system. This should include an evaluation of the distribution of

ratings,
3 Quality of OER related information furnished to promotion boards;
4, Promotion board results using the new OER input;
5. Compliance with the counseiing provisions of the system; and
6. Officer corps attitudes concerning the changes.

REFINEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE

An effective evaluation program will provide the basis for making changes to
improve the operation of the OER system. In this regard it is the view of the study
team that future changes would be feasible and desirable if they could be accomplizhed
by an evolutionary rather than a revolutionary proccss. Such changes could be viewed as

necessary maintenance to the system.

The concept designs proposed in Section V are thought to be feasible but may
not accomplish all that the ideal evaluation program wouid do. Some future refinements
which might be necessary or desirable include:

1. More stringent discipline to the distribution of ratings may be necessary

if inflation is excessive;

2. I counseling does not prove to be adequately performed, compliance

measures may be added to the system;

3. The Air Force may wish 1o institute performance improvement measures

that resemble management by objective more closely, such as participative

goal setting, for example.
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SECTION VII

CONCLUDING COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the course of this project we have studied performance appraisal from a
historical perspective, as it is practiced in the private sector, as it is conducted in the
military services, and, of course, as it is conducted in the Air Force. While each
organization has some distinguishing needs or cultural characteristics, it may be said
overall that performance appraisal is at best an inexact science as well as a highly
emotional issue. Inflated ratings are typical and recurring in almost all organizations. In

short, performance appraisal is a very onerous but necessary human resource

management function.

Performance appraisal in the United States Armed Forces is differentiated from
almost all other organizations because of thz up or out system. Most organizations use
performance appraisal for short-term compensation decisions, e.g., annual merit
increases, bonuses, etc. Performance appraisal in the Armed Services, however, is the
basic tool for shaping the officer workforce, the ultimate function of the r.otess is to
select an ever smaller population at each successive officer grade. With (his *igught in
mind, the case could be made that the military services have a greater responsibility
towards achieving accuracy in performance appraisal than most organizations. This need
for accuracy in leadership identification is extremely important for each service, in part
because of the training and development costs invested in each officer, but more
importantly, to assure that the best possible leaders reach the higher grades. In addition,
this consideration extends to the need to provide individual officers with the information

necessary to make career and career development transition decisions.

The current Air Force performance appraisal instrument, the OER Form 707, is
probably as sound as most performance appraisal instruments used in large orgarizations.

The process surrounding this instrument, however, as well as the cuiture do not support
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efficient or accurate use of it, precisely because of the [ issible negative implication of

such accuracy, i.e., a terminated Air Fcrce career.

During, most of the history of the Air Force OER, this cultural orientation
toward inaccuracy, seen in inflated OER ratings and gaming of the system in a
multitude of ways, has become ingrained as basically acceptable, and has become an

almost obligatory responsibility of principal raters.

A primary observation of this study is that it is not so much the OER form
whicl: nmust be changed to introduce control, nor is it the process. he ingrain
cultural attitude of the officer corps must be reoriented from acceptance of inagcuracy
in OER preparation to a requirement for accuracy. We realize that such an
attitudinal/cultural change would have to occur gradually and would have to be

reinforced from several different sources.
RECOMMENDED INITIAL STEPS
DEFINE THE PURPOSE(S) OF OER

Air Force regulations cite no fewer than six purposes for the OER, substantially
more than the number of purposes for evaluation systems reported by other
organizations. The Air Force should focus the purposes for which the OER is to be
used on those for which it is most effective, and communicate those purposes to users of

the system.
PROVIDE STRONG LEADERSHIP SUPPORT

First, the Air Force leadership should clearly define and publish the exact
purpose(s) of the OER as it is intended to be used on a day to day basis. Along with

this definition should come criteria for the selection boards for promotion decisions,

which would again be public knowledge. (For example, the Chief of Staff"s desire to
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vicw a record of good performance in cockpit jobs as sufficient basis for promotion
through lieutenant colonel.) Different criteria are relevant for different grades, and
these differences should be articulated and published so that junior officers become
familiar with and internalize the fact that their perspectives and leadership abilities must

grow if they are to continue to be promoted to higher grades throughout their career.

In addition, it is essential that the Air Force leadership give a strong signal that
it is committed to a candid, accurate OER process. This could include such actions as
advising MPC to return OER's from raters, indorsers, or commands with inflated
distributions or advising the selection boards to give less credibility to the ratings of
such raters, indorsers, or commands. "Accuracy in OER preparation” could also be

included as a per‘ormance factor on the OER.
RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO OER PROCESS
INSTITUTE NEW RATING PROCEDURES

Although we believe that an attitude change toward the OER process is more
important than a "fix" of the current form, we do not want to discount the assistance

that procedural change could iend in achieving cultural change.

As described previously in this report, there are many habits in OER writing and

rating which have become institutionalized. Adoption of one of the conceptual designs

given in Section V would, at the very least, appear different from the current process

and would require changes in how an OER is prepared.

In addition, adoption of the second or third conceptual designs should mandate

substantive change in the ratings officers receive. Of these two alternatives, we beljeve

h he alternative of having the win mmander sel ) for lock ratin
would be the more acceptable alternative to the officer corps. This is recommended
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because the results of the data collection showed that Air Force officers are willing to
differentiate the top and bottom extremes of performance but are uncomfortable making
finer distinctions or differentiating among the majority of competent officers as would

be required more in the second alternative,
PROVIDE FEEDBACK ON PERFORMANCE

Each of the three conceptual designs described in Section V includes provisions
for off-line job/career counseling. In addition to the valuable advice a subordinate
could receive from his/her supervisor, we see such counseling as another opportunity for

institutionalizing a commitment to accuracy in evaluation.

This institutionalization could occur if the rest of the overall scenario was
functioning as recommended. For example, we have recommended that criteria for
selection be better defined to the boards and that these criteria be made public
knowledge. In turn, through PME and other training, raters would learn these criteria,
receive instruction on how to counsel subordinates relative to these criteria, and finally,
receive guidance as to the importance of giving advice as well as accurate assessments of

performance during the off-line counseling sessions.

Over time it would become apparent to the population at large that OER
assessments and promotion results werc congruent with each other, and the system would

develop the required credibility,
REDUCE THE FREQUENCY OF OERS FOR LIEUTENANTS

The current Air Force policy is for lieutenants to be formally evaluated every six
months. The study conclusions are that lieutenants should be evaluated on the same

basis as all other officer grades (ycarly). There are two reasons supporting this

recommendation.  First, not enough additional information accumulates in a six month




period for a rater to add significantly to the previous report of performance. We
recognize the need for added feedback at this early stage, but feedback could be
provided through non-OER channels. Second, reducing the number of evaluation
reports would significantly decrease the administrative burden of performance

evaluations upon the units.
RECOMMENDED IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Implementation of a new OER form will, of course, be the first opportunity to
publicize the s in policy. We assume that this will be done through promotional
literature, FME, OER-specific training, and guidance through the chain of command.
We would also expect that a rather high percentage of the officer corps will view the

new form as simply, another driti in procedural change.

For this reason we recommend that heavy emphasis be placed on advertising the
other steps recommended above. No matter how thorough the implementation phase is,
there other steps are required to form the foundation as well as the maintenance

structurce for a real and continued commitment to accuracy in OER preparation.

PROVIDE TRAINING AND INDOCTRINATION SUPPORT

A commitment to accuracy in OER preparation su -uld be supported by
anpropriate anstruction being included in pre-commission training, transition (raining,
and Professional Military Education (PME) schools and courses th, -ughout an officer's
career. The idea here is to bring about and conunually cuppnrt a code of accuracy --

akin to an honor system -- toward the OER.

This lraining, as well as the other actions recommended, could also assist in

removing some of the discomfort which some officers, particularly younger ones, feel

toward the current system. Apparently there is a heavy emphasis in the current training




and indoctrination materials concerning the honesty and integrity of the Air Force
officer corps and systems. Some officers see the current and conflicting system of

allocating indorsements covertly and firewalling ratings publicly as being in contradiction

to "honesty and integrity.”
CHANGE INFORMATION PROVIDED TO SELECTION BOARDS
Limit the Number of QER s in the Promotion Folder

Current practice dictates that ail the evaluation reports generated during an
individual's career be included in the promotion folder. The Air Force should consider
limiting the number of evaluation reports to all reports generated in the present grade,
or five evaluation reports (whichever number is higher). For example, if an individual
has received four evaluation reports as a captain, then these four reports, and the last
CER as a first lieutenant, would be included in the promotion folder. Similarly, if a

lieutenant colonel has received six evaluation reports, all six would be pant . ‘e

promotion folder.

This measure would have considerable impact upon the Air Force officer corps.
First, 1t would reinforce the message that the performance evaluation syvstem has been
re-focused to accentuate current or recent performance. In addition, it would take 8
fair amount of pressure off both the rater and ratee, since the OER would not have the

long-term impact that it has today. Thi¢ should result in more candid and accurate

evaluations,

Identif y Special Category -,anizations (SPECA'TS)

According to Air Force regulalions, certain organizations receive as a matter of

policy, preferential manning considerations. In a study of FY72-74 major, lieutenant

colonel, and colonel temporary promotion boards, 25 agencies identified as SPECAT




were identified as having "higher quality” officers than did the highest MAJCOM. 1t is
recommended that such a study be updated and identify those wunits which, by
regulation, receive special consideration in terms of the quality of officers assigned and
are shown to have significantly higher promotion board scores than the MAJCOMs. 1t is
further recommended that the list of such organizations be provided to each promotion
board with instructions that the board is to recognize that the proportion of outstanding

officers who are assigned to such organizations is probably significantly higher than ten

percent,
e Imporian { Ph in Pr ion Folder

A considerable degree of hostility was expressed to the study team over the
inflated importance of details which have become associated with the picture in the
folder. Variations such as how good the photographer is, how photogenic the officer is
or individual likes and dislikes of those serving on promotion boards are all factors
which are seen as unnecessarily biasing in relation to the picture. It is recommended not
to eliminate thc picture from the promotion folder, but to reduce its size (e.g., to 3" x

5"}, in order to decrease the amount of atiention given to potentially biasing minute

details.

OTHER ISSUES

Several issues not directly associated with officer evaluation were identified
during the data collection and analysis stages of the project. The scope of the study did
not allow for development of each of these issues into a well substantiated conclusion
and recommendation, but the project tcam was molivated to imention several of these

issues because of the breadth ol concein observed among Air Force officers interviewed.
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CAREER DEVELOPMENT ISSUES

First, the team obserQed widespread uncertainty over the fundamental question of
what the desired or expected career paths for Air Force officers are. It is suggested that
a more precise concept of professional development should be articulated by the Air
Force to the officer corps. For example, in today’'s Air Force, is it valid for an
individual to say that he/she just wants to be a pilot? The answers to these and other
career-related questions should be pursued, along with an assessment of their impact on

the performance evaluation system,

Second, it was observed that many junior and mid-grade officers are reluctant to
admit or are ignorant of their reasonable promotion expectations. The existence of the
grade pyramid is a fact bearing heavily on attitudes about the CER system, yet the
observations accumulated by the project team suggest that the Air Force has not clearly

articulated the implications of this grade pyramid for the career planning of officers.

Finally, there are a group of career development issues that center around the

phase points for promotion. Among these are:

1. The large opportunity for Oelow the zone promotion selection has a
profound impact on the OER system. Among other implications, it

encourages widespread "gaming"” of the distribution of top 2 dorsements.

2, The selection for promotion to major has profound psychologicii effect
on officer attitudes; as this is the first point where significant rui.bers of
competent officers are selected out of the Air Force. The phase point
occurs at a time when it may be difficult for the officer selected out to

transition back to a ci .ian carerr because uf his/he- age and lack of

recent, civilian eaperience, Under the current OER system, many of




these officers have not been prepared for the prospect that they might be

released.  The anxiety extends far beyond the cohorts who might be

effected.

It is the conclusion of this study that these issues are not readily addressed by
changes to the OER system. Rather, it is recommended that the Air Force look to other

career development solutions to these challenges.
AIRMAN PERFORMANCE REPORT

Senior non-commissioned officers are evaluated using the Airman Performance
Report (APR). This report is allowed to escalate above the level of immediate
supervision for final indorsement, in a2 manner similar to the OER. It is recomraended
that, if the Air Force chooses to change the OER process, an evaluation of the APR be

immediately undertaken with a view toward coordinating the two systems and the

policies which underlie them.
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL METHODS

Numerous techniques or formats have been developed in attempts to evaluate
ratee performance accurately, reduce the judgmental and measurement difficulties
associated with performance appraisal, assist in providing feedback to ratees, and lessen
the administrative burden appraisals place on an organization. Each type of appraisal
method has, of course, both advantages and disadvantages, depending on the specific

objectives intended for it and the organizational setting in which it is to be employed.

The purpose of this appendix is to describe the major performance appraisal
methods in vse today. Evaluations of the potential usefulness of these methods to the
Air Force is contained in Section Il of the text of the report. The following is a list of

methods to be described:

Method Page
A Graphic Rating Scale B-2
B. Trait Appraisal B-2
C. Narrative Essay B-3
D. Work Sample Tests B-3
E. Critical Incident Technique B-4
F.  BARS/BES - B-5
G. Behaviorai Observation Scales B-8
H. Behavior Discrimination Scales B-10
I. Weighted Checklist B-13
J. Simple Rarking System B-15
K. Forced Choice B-17

Forced Distribution Ranking B-20




M. Paired Comparison B-20
N. Mixed Standard Rating Scales B-22

0. Management By Objectives B-24

A. GRAPHIC RATING SCALE

The graphic rating scale is an appraisal method in common use, particularly for

positions below managerial levels.

All rating scales share the properties of calling for the rater's judgment of the
ratees job performance along an unbroken continuum (e.g., excellent to unacceptable), or
into discrete categories (e.g., superior, satisfactory, unsatisfactory) within a continuum,
In the typical appraisal using graphic rating scales, the rater is given a list of job
dimensions and told to rate the employee in each of the dimensions using the scale. A
major problem with such scales is that words like "superior” and "average" have different
meanings to different raters, which affects the reliability of the instrument,
Contemporary versions are likely to use scales featuring descriptive statements of
different levels of performance for each dimension. Choices along the scale for each
dimension may be assigned points, and total scores may then be computcd for each

employee. The Performance Fagiors section of the Air Force Form 707 is an example of

a graphic rating scale technique,
8. TRAIT APPRAISAL

The ratee is understood as an individual composed of various amounts of

initiative, cooperativeness, loyalty, creativity, commitment and the like. The trait

approach is based on such personality characteristics. In this approach the appraiser




focuses on the personality traits of the employee, and uses these to rate the employee's
performance. For instance, employee A shows initiative, therefore, is committed to the

job. The emphasis is on the potential predictor fpr performance and not performance

itself.

A typical trait performance appraisal form contains a number of employee
qualities and characteristics to be judged, such as leadership, emotional stability,
attitude, job knowledge, communication skills, ability to adapt, and so on. These traits
are then evaluated on rating scales. The scales may be broken into many parts or points,
and the appraiser is required to mark zgainst which point best describes the employee.
For example, on employee dependability, the points may be a) above average; b) usually
dependable; ¢) sometimes careless; and d) unreliable 1t is also usual to find a question

like, "What traits may help or hinder the employee’s advancement?”

The trait approach is more inclined towards the individual as a person, and rates

the individual as such, rather than his or her job performance.

C. NARRATIVE ESSAY

The rater prepares a writlen subjective report of the performance of the ratee.
Specific issues or performance in given areas can be highlighted by the rater.
Frequently raters are askod by their organizations to indicat> the ratees’ performance in

certain areas, e.g., equal employment opportunity and affirmative action.

D. WORK SAMPLE TESTS

Individuals being rated are given tests, usually hands-on type exercises, of

specific critical skills of their job, Thnese tests are then scorcd to determine the

individual’s proficiency in the job.




E. CRITICAL INCIDENT TECHNIQUE

Job incumbents and/or supervisors are asked to develop incidents that
discriminate between successful and unsuccessful performance, or those behaviors which

are crucial to the job.

This method requires the observer (usually the supervisor) to be knowledgeable
of the requirements and goals of a given job. He/she must be a person who sees these
people perform the job on a regular basis, so that they may describe to a8 job analyst
incidents of effective and ineffective job behavior that they have observed over the past

six to twelve months,

The specific steps in conducting a job analysis based on the critical incident

technique is as follows:

1. Introduction - The job analyst tells the observer to determine what makes
the difference between an effective and ineffective (position) (e.g., a
secretary, engineer, or technician). The analyst must then explain exactly

what he/she means by effective and ineffective.

2. Interview - The observer is asked to think back over the past six to
twelve months and come up with specific incidents that they themselves
have seen occur, without mentioning any of the specific employees'
names. They are asked to report at least five effective and five
ineffective incidents, and in order to collect a representative sample of

incidents it is recommended that at least 30 people be interviewed for &

total of 300 incidents.




This method focuses on key dimensions of responsibilities which then help in the

selection and appraisal of personnel for such positions. Examples of critical incidents

are:
POSITION: PERSONNEL OFFICER

In classifying a position, fails to take into account other functions

in the unit or in the larger organizaticn which impact the position

being classified.

In discussions related to filling a difficult position, will explore all

possible mechanisms for filling the position and talk to program
officials to ascertain cause of difficulty in locating applicants

before making a recommendation.

Does not ask emplovees for additional information which might

help in becoming qualified for a position.

Agrees with supervisor's request that an overgraded employee be

overlooked during the review period.

Identifies potential interpersonal conflicts due to differences in

personality, age, race, etc., between parties to a grievance before

making a decision.
F. BARS/BES PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEM

BARS/BES, developed by Smith and Kendell in 1963, is based on job analysis,
notation of critical incidents and a rating scale. The critical incidents of the employee

must be observed by the supervisor. This system deals with expected behavior.
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This system requires the manager to work with the employee to achieve mutually
acceptable goals and desirable behavior. BARS/BES forces the supervisor and the
employee to communicate ideas which promote better understanding as well as ensuring

behavioral changes to improve employee performance.

Critical Incidents

Illustrate what the employee has done or failed to have done that have resulted in

unusual success or failure. They are NOT opinions or generalizations concerning the

employee.
BARS

Behaviorally Anchored Rating System - Uses a rating scale and behavioral

anchors (or critical incidents) related to the criterion being measured.
BES
Behavioral Expectation Scale - Focus on expected performance.

Development Of BARS/BES System

Group 1 - Using job analysis, critical incidents are gathered describing
competent, average and incompetent behaviors from categories relevant to the job. Ex:
Math/technical, administrative ability. Each category corresponds to criterion for

evaluating the employee.

Group 1! - Group allocates each critical incident to a criterion category. If
incidents are not assigned to the same dimension by 80%, those incidents will be

omitted, thus eliminating ambiguous incidents.




Group 111 - Members receive a buoklet containing criteria categories plus a list of
incidents defining each criterion. Group rates each incident typically using a 7-point
system (7 - outstanding, 1 - poor job performance). The numeric va.ue is derived from
the mean of all the members' ratings. These become the ANCHORS on the rating scale.
Anchors aid the supervisor when defining the employee behavior. Items will be worded
as: "could be expected to work overtime” rather than "works overtime".

RATING SCALE TO DETERMINE ANCHORS RELATED TO CRITERION OF
"PERSEVERANCE" (COMPUTER PROGRAM)

How perseverant is the employee?

Could be expected to keep working until difficult task is

completed.

Could be expected to continue working on task beyond normal

working hours.

Could be expected to continue on task until an opportunity arises

to work.
Could be expected to need frequent reminder to continue on task.

Could be expected to ask for new assignment rather than face

difficult task.

Covuld be expected to stop work on difficult task at first indication

of complexity of the task,




G. BOS - BEHAVIORAL OBSERVATION SCALES

BOS is a behaviorally based appraisal measure whereby judges rate incidents
obtained in the job analysis in terms of the extent to which each incident represents

effective job behavior.

The specific steps in developing a BOS Appraisal System are as follows:

1. Individuals who are aware of the aims and objectives of a given job, who
frequently observe people performing that function, and who are capable
of determining whether the job requirements are being performed
satisfactorily are interviewed. These individuals are asked to describe
incidents that are examples of effective or ineffective behavior (critical
incidents). Incidents which describe essentially the same behavior are

grouped into a behavioral item,

2. Clusters of behavioral items which are similar are grouped together to
form one overall criterion or behavioral observation scale (BOS). The

grouping can be done by job incumbents or analysts.

3. Incidents are placed in random order and given to a second individual or
group who reclassifies the incidents. Interjudge agreement is assessed by
counting the number of incidents that both groups agree should be placed
in a given criterion divided by the combined number of incidents both
groups placed in that criterion. If the ratio is below g previously agreed
upon number, the items under the criterion are reexamined to see if they

should be reclassified under a different criterion and/or if the criterion

should be rewritten to increase specificity,




4, The BOS criterion are examined regarding their relevance to content
validity. People who are intimately involved with the job evaluate the
system to sec if the criterion include a representative sample of the

behavioral domain of interest as defined by the job analysis.

S. A 5-point Likert scale is assessed to each behavioral item. Percentages
are assigned to the five points on the Likert scale, designating the number

of times an employee has been observed engaging in a particular

behavior,

6. A decision must be made as to whether the scales will be weighed. This
is needed because each scale or criterion contains a different number of
behavioral items. An overall performance rating is usually compiled by
averaging across all criterion regardless of the number of items used in
each criterion. The score received on each BOS criterion can be used to

compute the overall performance rating for each incumbent.
Example of one BOS criterion for evaluating managers.

For each behavior a § represents almost always or 95% to 100% of the time; a 4
represents frequently or 85% to 94% of the time; a 3 represents sometimes or 75% to

84% of the time; a 2 represents seldom or 65% to 74% of the time; and | represents

almost never or 0% to 64% of the time.




Overcoming Resistance to Change:l

1. Describes the details of the change to subordinates.

Almost Never 1 2 3 4 5 Almost Always
2. Explains why the change is necessary.

Almost Never 1 2 3 4 5 Almost Always
3. Discusses how the change will affect the employee.

Almost Never 1 2 3 4 5 Almost Always
4. Listens to the employee's concerns.

Almost Never 1 2 3 4 5 Almost Always
5. Asks the employee for help in making the change work.

Almost Never I 2 3 4 5 Almost Always
6. If necessary, specifies the date for a follow-up meeting to respond to the

employee's concerns,

Almost Never 1 2 3 4 5 Almost Always

Total =
Below Adequate Adequate Full Excellent Superior
6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30

H. BEHAVIOR DISCRIMINATION SCALES

In "Behavioral Discrimination Scales: A Distributional Measurement Rating
Method," Kane and Lawler state that the BDS "represents an attempt to achieve the ideal

operationalization of the distributional measurement model.”

The steps of BDS:

1 A pool of statements describing the full range of satisfactory and
unsatisfactory job behaviors and/or outcomes is generated. This should
be accomplished by having supervisors and their subordinates list all job
functions. Then the subordinates should list all of the satisfactory and

unsatisfactory ways of carrying out these duties.

| Latham, Gary P. and Wexley, Kenneth N., Increasing Producuvity Through
Performance Appraisal, 1982, p. 56.




All incidents should be pooled to avoid duplications and all other
incidents that are similar should be grouped together. This is called
performance specimens and is done so that the number of items rated on

each object ts reduced. A general statement is then written to express the

behavior.

The performance specimens are then inserted on a questionnaire
administered to at least 20 supervisors and their subordinates. There are
two differant forms of questionnaires. Each questionnaire is given to half

of the sample. One form asks three questions in regard to each specimen:

a. During a normal six-month period, how many times would a

person have the opportunity to exhibit this behavior or outcome?

b. It would be moderately satisfactory performance to exhibit this

behavior or outcome on how many of these occasions?

c. How good or bad is the performance described by this behavior or

outcome? (1 = very bad; 8 = very good.)

The other form is exactly the same except question two refers to

moderately unsatisfactory performance,

The results shouald be analyzed by converting question two responses to
percentages of question one responses for each specimen and then
computing the T-statistic for the difference between the mean

percentages of the two subsamples for each specimen. All specimens for

which the t-value doesn't reach .01 p should be eliminated.




5. Each specimen's median occurrence percentage and mean rating on
question three are computed for the combined sample. With the extensity

(occurrence rate goodness) scale value for each specimen can be derived.

6. Next the appraisal form is constructed by listing each specimen in random
order at the left side of the form. To the right side of each specimen is a
column headed by the following question: To your personal knowledge,
now many times did this person have the opportuniiy to exhibit thic
behavior or outcome during the appraisal period? (Note: If zero, so
indicate and proceed to the next item.) If the response is greater than

zero the rater is asked to complete the following statement This person

actually exhibited this behavior or outcome on of these
occasions.

7. The rating should be scored in the following manner:
a. The frequency assigned to the object on each specimen should be

converted to a percentage of his/her opportunities to exhibit the

specimen.

b. Extensity scale value corresponding to this percentage for each

specimen should then be determined.

c. The value should then be multiplied by its intensity weight, which

can consist of the specimen's t-value.

d. Overall performance is ready to be formed. This is obtained by

summing up the dimension scores.




Example:

"Kane and Lawler (1980) presented the following items for
grouping: 1) "Had to stop a press run to remove grease from a
roller.” 2) "Had to stop a press run to make a paper adjustment
that should have been made before the press run started." 3)
"Failed to check the ink reservoir before a press run started." 4)
"Had to stop a press run to fix a mechanical problem that should
have been discovered in the routine inspection." These items were
grouped, and the following statement was written to reflect the
meaning: "Had to stop a press run because of a problem caused
by the failure to properly make normal checks and adjustments
before the run started.” These are known as performance

specimens.
I. WEIGHTED CHECKLIST

The weighted checklist performance appraisal system was introduced by Knauft
in 1948, It consists of statements, adjectives, or individual attributes that have been

previously scaled for effectiveness in worker's behavior.

The most common type of item used in the weighted checklist is behavioral in
nature, The first step in constructing a weighted checklist is to generate a large number
of behavioral siatements reievant to all aspects of the job. These statements should

represent all levels of effectiveness in that job. A list of rules for writing these

statements were developed:




1. Express only one thought per statement or scale.

2, Use understandable terminology, and eliminate double negatives.
3. Express thoughts clearly and simply, avoid vague and trait-oriented
statements.

The second step consists of having a panel of job experts then judge the extent
to which each statement represents effective or ineffective job behavior. One method
for accomplishing this is called “equal-appearing interval." This method asks the experts
to classify each statement into one of 11 categories ranging from “highly effective to
highly ineffective job behavior." The ratings are then summarized in order to identify
those statements which are consistently placed at some point on the continuum of
effectiveness. On the basis of this scaling procedure, the most reliable rated items are
selected for use on the checklist. The mean or median rating of effectiveness calculated
by the experts becomes the scale value for each item. Statements are then selected so

that every point on the continuum of effectiveness is represented on the checklist.

Items are usually randomized in terms of their relative levels of effectiveness,
and scale values are unknown to the rater. The rater simply checks those statements to

be descriptive of the ratee. The method of scoring is based either on the sum total of

scale values, or median score of the checked statements.




Ratings by 15 Experts on Four Behavioral Statements
Using a Behavioral Checklist

Categories of Effecliveness
Highly Highly
Ineffective Effective
] 2 3 4 5 £ 7 8 9 10 11

Statement
1 3 5 7
2 4 5 4 \ ]
3 8 7
4 1 26 2 2 | B
Examples of Items From Weighted Checklist
Performance Rating for Bake Shop Manager
liem Scale Value
His window display has customer appeal. 8.5
He encourages his employees to show initiative, 8.1
He seldom forgets what he has once been told. 7.6
His sales per customer are relatively high. 7.4
He has originated | or more workable new formulas. 6.4
He belongs to a local merchants' association. 49
His weekly and mionth!y reports are sometimes inaccurate. 4.2
He does not anticipate probable emergencies. 2.4
He is slow to discipline his employees even when he should. 1.9
He rarely figures the costs of his products. 1.0

J. SIMPLE (ALTERNATE) RANKING SYSTEM
Description Of The System

The simple rgnking system 1s a comparative approach to the evaluation of
employee performance.‘ Regarded as one of the oldest and simplest methods of
performance appraisal, this system is so popular that it is used, in practice, by many
personnel administrators 1o make decisions related to merit pay increases, promotions,

and organizational rewards, It aims at providing an overall ranking of a group of

employees,




Specifically, the simple ranking system involves comparing an employee against
other employees in a work group. It requires an appraiser to arrange employees in rank
order from the best to the poorest (or highest to lowest). Although overall rankings are
commonly made, employees can be ranked on a number of separate factors such as
"ability to worh with others” or "ability to grasp new ideas." Virtually, two or more
appraisers may be asked to make independent rankings of the same group of employees

and their lists are averaged to i:»lp reduce biases.

Since it is practically easier to distinguish between the best and worst employees
than to simply rank them in descending order, an "alternation” ranking method is
commonly used. It is a very elementary variation of the order of merit ranking. It
places a group of comparable employees in simple rank order in terms of their overall
work performance, future potential, or other characteristics. This method is illustrated

by the following example.

Example:

Assume that an appraiser wants to rank ten employees: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H,
1, and J cn the basis of their overall work performance. Looking at a list of these
employees’ names, the appraiscr eliminates those whose work is so different that they
cannot be compared to the other members of the group (e.g., H and J). Then, he
appraiser Jooks over the remaining names (i.e., A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and I) and decides
which one he thinks is the best on the list (e.g., C). He draws a line through this name
(i.e., C) and wriles it in the blank sp: e labeled "1 - Highest" at the top of the page (see
the figure). He then looks over the remaining names (i.e., A, B, D, E, F, G, and 1) and
decides which person is not as effective as any of the others on the list (e.g., G). He
draws a line through this name (i.e., G) and writes it in the blank space marked "1 -
Lowest" at the bottom of the page. He then examines the remainder of the names (i.e.,

A, B, D, E, F, and 1), selects the “est (e.g., A), draws a line through his name, and




places the name in the box labeled "2 - Next Highest." Thus, the appraiser can
"alternate” between thinking of the best and poorest employee on an increasingly smaller
list. He continues this procedure until he has drawn a line through each name on the

list. Apparently, the middie position in the rank order is the last to be filled.

E

A 1) Highest..viivreriiniccenvnniinns C
B 2) Next Highest.......occooovivevivnnnene A
C 3) Next Highest.......cocorvireveiennnn
4) Next Highest........cccevvveeiinnnnne
D
E
F 4) Next Lowest.....cccovccvivniinruenennns
G 3) Next Lowest....cccccovcvreererinnnnen.
1 2) Next Lowest......cceveeereverinnnnns
1) LOWESt..rieiiviiceeincresireerennereenens G

K. THE FORCED CHOICE TE( HNIQUE OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

The forced choice technique was developed between 1940 and 1945 in an effort
to improve performance appraisal in the US. Army. The forced choice technique is
based on the assumption that any real differences that exist among workers in
competence or efficiency can be described in terms of objective, observable behavior.
The technique was intended to eliminate the appraiser from indicating how mich or low
little of each characteristic an officer possessed. Instead, raters were instructed to
choose from several sets ui tetrads (a set of four adjectives, two of a favorable nature
and two of an unfavorable nature) which would best and least describe the appraisee.
This tr chnique was also intended to reduce the appraiser’s ability to produce the desired

outcome due to its method of construction, Thus, favoritism and personal bias are

diminished.




Construction of the Forced-Choice Tetrads: Forced Choice rating elements are
sets of four ph:ases, or adjectives, pertaining to job performance or personal
qualificatjons. Generally, a six-step procedure is used in constructing the tetiads: (1)
Instruct a first group of appraisers who are familiar with the appraisees to write brief
essays which describe successful and unsuccessful fellow workers. These essays serve as
the source of the behavioral items relevant to the job (i.e., critical tasks). (2) Behavioral
items are extracted from the essays and put into list form. These items should cover all
important aspects of the jot and the number of items covering each aspect should be
related in some rational way to the importance of that aspect. (3) The list is distributed
t0 a second group. Each person in this second group is asked to select, from among
his/her peers, one person s/he knows well enough to confidently rate. For each item,
the rater assigns one of the following scores: "This item describes the appraisee (A) to
an exceedingly high or to the highest possible degree; (B) to an unusual c- outstanding
degree; (C) to a typical degree; (D) to a limited degree; (E) to a slight degree; or (F) not
at all." The evaluator is then asked to rate the person being appraised on a scale
showing his/her position with respect to overall competence in a representative group of
20 workers of the same grade. (4) Lists are collected and arranged in order of rating of
overall competensy and separated into Upper, Middle, and Lower thirds. An analysis is
conducted to determine, in each of the 3 grcups, the fregquency with which each of the §

rating alternatives was chosen for each item. (5) Based on the above analysis, two values

are statistically computed for each item:




1. The Preference Value: Indicates the degree to which raters tend to rate

others too high or too low on a particular characteristic.

2. The Discrimination Value: [Indicates those items which differentiate
between a good and a poor worker. In other words, these adjectives are
truly indicative of the degree to which the items measure the

characteristic which they are intended to measure.

(6) Each tetrad consists of two pairs of adjectives or phrases; each pair consists of two
items which are equal in preference value, but differ in discrimination value.
Obviously, the rater is not aware which adjective or phrase is the preference word and
which is the discrimination word. Each tetrad consists of a pair of favorable words with
similar preference, but dissimilar discrimination, indices; and a pair of unfavorable

words with similar preference, but dissimilar discrimination, indices (see example

below).
Scoring: The ratee receives a positive score if:

1. The item which is most descriptive of him/her is a discriminating

desirable characteristic.

2. If the item which is least descriptive of him/her is the undesirable

discriminating it:m (i.e., indicates poor job performance).

Read instruction sheet carefully before marking this section.

Section 1V, JOB PROFJCJENCY

MOST LEAST
A Cannot assume responsibility
B. Knows how and when to delegate authority
C. Offers suggestions

D. Too easily changes his/her ideas




00 PERSON ALIFICAT

MOST LEAST
A, Coolheaded
B. Commands respect by his/her actions
C. Overbearing
D. Indifferent

L. FORCED DISTRIBUTION RANKING

Ranking techniques compare ratees’ performance to that of others on the job or

jn similar positions, as opposed to comparison against an absolute standard of

performance.

.

Forced distribution ranking is a comparative performance appraisal technique
where the rater places specific portions of the group of ratees into various categories
depicting different degrees of performance. The performance categories may be:
excellent, good, fair, poor and unacceptable. The rater is instructed for example to
allocate 10% of the ratees to the excellent category, 20% to good, 40% to fair, 20% to

poor, and 10% to unacceptable. The rankings are the result of the rater’s subjective

opinion.
M. PAIRED COMPARISON

Paired comparison is an appraisal technique in which each employee is compared

to every other employee to produce a ranking of employees on a particular trait.




The steps for developing the paired comparison technique includes the following:

1. A chart is made of all possible pairs of employees to be evaluaied. The
names of the employees to be evaluatcd are placed on a chart in a
predetermined order such that each employee is compared with every

other employee in the group.

2. A separate chart is constructed for each trait. The traits include such

things as quality of work, cooperation, creativity, quantity of work, etc.

3. For each comparison of pairs, the evaluator judges one employee as being
better than the other on a particular trait. If an employee is better than
the other a (+) is placed in the appropriate box and if an employee is

worse than the other a (-) is placed in the appropriate box.

4. The number of times an employee is judged as being better than the
other is tallied, So, for each chart the evaluator totals the number of +'s

in each column to get the highest ranked employee.

S. Then, based on the number of better cvaluations (+) received, a ranking
of employees can be formulated, An employee with the greatest number
of +'s would be ranked the highest on a particular trait, followed by the
next highest. This ranking would continue until you reach the employee

with the least amount of +'s, who would be ranked the lowest.
Example of Paired Comparison Rating for Tabulating Machine Operators.

Traitt ACCURACY. Which employee produces more consistently accurate

work? Which do you feel you do not have to check on much?




AS

COMPARED
TO ADAMS BAKER COOPER DALTON EMORY
ADAMS - + - -
BAKER + + + -
COOFPER - - - -
DALTON + - + -
EMORY + + + +

The list of employees on the top row are compared, one by one to each employee
in the left column. The appropriate mark is placed in each square to indicate the better
employee of the pair. For example, ADAMS is compared to BAKER. ADAMS is
chosen as the better employee so a (+) is placed in the square. The number of +'s are
added up for each person and results are as follows:

COOPER 4 (Ranked the highest)
ADAMS 3
DALTON 2
BAKER 1

EMORY 0

According (o the ranking, COOPER would be the most accurate employee and

EMORY the least accurate employee.

N. MIXED STANDARD RATING SCALES

(Blanz, F,, and Ghiselli, E.E. The mixed standard scale: A new rating system.

Persopnel Prychology, 1972, 23, 185-200).




Items representing good, average and poor performance on a given dimension are
mixed randomly with items representing good, average and poor performance on other

dimensions. Each item is rated as follows: + ratee is better than the statement; 0

statement fits the ratee; - ratee is worse than the statement, risn 1d th
dimension being measured by the statement. por the tevel of performance represented.
Perfonh:nce
Dimensiop Rating
Job 1. The officer could be expected to misinform
Knowledge public on legal matters through lack of know-
ledge. (poor) +
Relations 2. Officer carefully answers rookie’s questions.
W /Others (good) 0
Job 3. This officer never has to ask others about points
Knowledge of law. (good) -
Job 4. This officer follows correct procedures for
Knowledge evidence preservation at the scene of a crime 0
(average)

MIXED STANDARD RATING SCALE SCORING
Statements

Good Poor Points

<
1 O+ + 4+

t O+ + + + +
—_— MW h O

Officer in our example received: Good -; Average 0; Poor + for job knowledge

dimension or a score of 4.
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0. MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES (MBO)

MBO is a process whereby the superior and subordinate members of an
organization jointly identify its common goals, define each individual's major areas of
responsibility in terms of results expected of him/her, and use these measures as guides

for operating the organization and assessing the contributions of each of its members.

MBO is a human system; a communication vehicle among the people involved in

it.

STRUCTURE
Roles and Key result Indicators Objectives Action Controls
Mission Areas Plans

Roles and Missions are stated by higher management; subordinates’ goals reflect

their contribution toward the role and mission (sometimes stated in the annval plan or 5-
year plan).

ade of Goal-Setting Proces

Board of Directors, and the Chief Executive
Division Vice-Presidents
Department Managers
Unit Managers
Individuals

The superior and subordinate meet and discuss objectives which, if met, would

contribute to overall goals of the organization. They jointly establish objectives for the

subordinate.

Key Result Areas are major aspects of the job where there are results significant enough

to warrant specific attention. Examples:

staff deveiopment cost control management communjcation
unit production client contacts contract negotiations
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Indicators are measurable factors within a key result area on which it is worthwhile to
set objectives or performance standards. Examples:

output per workhour turnover cost per unit output
actual vs budget absenteeism training participation

Objectives are statements of results to be achieved. Four elements make up each

objective:

1. action or accomplishment verb

2. single measurable key result

3. date or time period within which result is to be accomplished

4. maximum investment in money, workhours or both that we are willing to

commit toward accomplishment of the objective

Sample Objective; To reduce by 10% the cost of operation A by
January | at an implementation cost not to exceed 50
workhours. .

Action Plans are the sequence of actions to be carried out in order to achieve the

objective. Action plans fix accountability.

Controls are the means by which the accountable manager will keep informed of
progress; the way of ensuring their accomplishment. Controls should be visual (charts,
graphs) and should provide for adequate visibility in a timely fashion so that required

action can be taken as soon as it is seen to be required.

SAMPLE
Roles and Mission: To produce competitive products
Key Result Area: Cost control
Indicators: Cost per unit of output
Objective: To reduce by 5% the cost per unit off output

of product A by July 1 at an implementation
cost not to exceed 50 workhours.

Action Plan: ). Reduce waste 5% per unit output
(Production Manager)
2. Implement pre-production quality checks to
screen out minimum 1% unusable base units.
(Quality Control Supervisor)




APPENDIX C

PRIVATE SECTOR PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INTERVIEWS

A telephonic interview survey was conducted with representatives of a sample of
large, well known industrial organizations. The purpose of these interviews was to

gather information about the performance appraisal systems in use in each of these

firms. Enclosure | is the interview guide used to conduct the interviews.




ENCLOSURE 1 TO APPENDIX C

PRIVATE SECTOR INTERVIEW GUIDE

Company: Contact:
Date:
1. Type and purposes of performance evaluation system
2. Process - who (rater: supervisor, peers, committee)

-~ what (behaviors, outputs, performance, bottom line)
- when (timing)

3. Instruments/Forms
4, Feedback

5. Rater Training

6. Review Process

7. Controls

8. Additional information




APPENDIX D

INITIAL AIR FORCE INTERVIEWS

Early in the project, the Air Force OER study team conducted two series of
interviews with Air Force officers. The first of these series was with officers having
maior responsibilities for the functioning of the OER system. The purpose of this series
was for the study team to learn more about how the Air Force conducts performance
appraisals and what issues are in the minds of the major players in the system. The
information received during the course of these interviews has been incorporated into
the body of this report in Section 1V, Findings: Air Force Officer Evaluation System.
A list of those persons interviewed is at Enclosure |, page D-2. The interview guide is

displayed at Enclosure 2, beginning on page D-3.

The second series of interviews consisted of nine focus groups conducted with
small groups of officers (6-8) of varying skills and grades. The purpose of these
interviews was to learn what attitudes about the OER systems are characteristic of a
larger spectrum of the Air Force officer corps. The identity of these focus groups is
displayed in the text of this report at Table II-1, page II-3. A summary of the
comments made in the course of these focus groups is at Enclosure 3, beginning at page
D-5. This summary is organized into fourteen topics. These topics were not restricted
to those identified in the interview guide, but rather those topics that developed during

the interactions among the focus group members. A copy of the focus group discussion

guide is at Enclosure 4, beginning on page D-25.




ENCLOSURE 1 TO APPENDIX D

AIR FORCE OFFICERS INTERVIEWED

Name

Lt. Gen. Thomas J. Hickey

Lt. Gen. John A. Shaud
Maj. Gen. Ralph Havens

Maj. Gen. Donald D. Lambertson

Colonel Gary Clark

Colonel Charles Curran

Cclonel Lee Forbes

Colonel Vincent J. McDonald

Colonel Donald Peterson

Colonel Paul E. Stein

Colonel Michael Wright

Lt. Col. Donald R. Davie

Organization

Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel,
HQ, USAF

Commaader, Air Force Training Command
Commander, Military Personne! Center

Assistant DCS, Research, Development
and Acquisition, HQ, USAF

DCS, Personnel, Air Force Tra.ning
Command

Military Executive to Assistant Secretary
of Defense (FM&P)

Deputy Director, Secretary of the
Air Force Personnel Counsel

DCS, Personnel, Air Force Systems
Command

Chief, Operations Officer
Assignments, Military Personnel Center

DCS, Personnel, Tactical Air Command

Chief, Mission Support Officer
Assignments, Military Personnel Center

Chief, Officer Force Structure,
Office of the DCS, Personnel, HQ, USAF




ENCLOSURE 2 TO APPENDIX D

AIR FORCE (OER) PROJECT

INTERVIEW GUIDE

A. INTRODUCTION

1. PERSONAL INTRODUCTION
2. OVERVIEW OF HAY/SYLLOGISTICS BACKGROUND AND
CAPABILITIES
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
a. Review and conceptual redesign of officer performance evaluation
system.
b. Three parallel efforts.
4, EXPLAIN FORMAT AND PURPOSE OF INTERVIEW
a. Unstructured, flexible format.
b. This interview has two major purposes:
1. Collect data abtout problems with and potential
improvements for the officer evaluation system.
2, Obtain information that will assist the project team in
conducting focus groups. :
S. OBTAIN PERSONAL INFORMATION FROM INTERVIEWEE
a. Name, rank, pertinent demographics, and other relevant
information.
b. Primary mission/responsibilities.
c. OER -related functions or accountabilities.
B. TARGETED INFORMATION (dsta we would like to obtain)
i. INTERVIEWEE'S KNOWLEDGE OF OER SYSTEM
a. How long have you been in a position of accountability in relation
to the OER system?
b. What is your overall experience as a rater, additional rater,

indorser, etc.?




EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT OER SYSTEM

a. Is the OER system achieving its purposes as stated in Air Force
policy aad regulations? If not, why?

ADVANTAGES OF CURRENT SYSTEM

a. What are some of the advantages offered by th.: evaluation system
currently in use?

DRAWBACKS

a. What are the main drawbacks of the officer evaluation system?

DIFFERENTIAL EFFLCTS OF OER SYSTEM

a. Is the OER system more or less effective depending on rank?

b. Can any differences in OER system effectiveness be attributed to
the nature of the "job" within the Air Force? (e.g., pilots, staff

positions, scientific/technical occupations.)

c. Are there any other factors which affect the effectiveness of the
OER system?

OER IMPACT ON THE INDIVIDUAL

a. Does the individual receive a "fair shake” from the current
evaluation system?

OEK IMPACT ON AIR FORCE ORGANIZATION

a, What is the overall impact of the OER system on the Air Force
organization?

IMPROVEMENT OF OER SYSTEM/PROCESS

a. What are your suggestions for improving the OER process?

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

a. What are the key issues that need to be addressed in a project of
this nature?
b. Are there any other pertinent issues we have not covered in the
interview?
D-4




ENCLOSURE 3 TO APPENDIX D

SUMMARY OF FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS, BY TOlIC

TOPIC 1: Focus on Job Performance

GRADE: MMENTS:

LT/CAPTAIN

(OPERATIONS) The OER should incluc. specific flying related items,
which directly reflect a pilot’s duty performarce.
The job description box is important and it should be
expanded. Perhaps the job description could be
written in bullet form reflecting major duties and
responsibilities.
The OER should have two sections: one section would
evaluate specific duty performance (e.g., flying) and
another section would evaluate "other tnings.”

LT/CAPTAIN

(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAIJORS

(OPERATIONS) The job description section is one of the more
meaningful items in the QER form.

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJORS
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL

(OPERATIONS) Human relations bleck is useless. Actual performance
of the job - flying, time in vault ~ don't count on the
OER. People are learning that flying is not important
to the Air Force, Categories (on the OER) are not
appropriate to people in operations, so we look for
additional roles but often exclude primary duties.

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL

(SUPPORT) It is especially difficult to create "facts” for page one
in the case of young rated officers whose job consists
solely of flying-related tasks. Conversely, it is easy
for junior support officers to provide facts to
document performance factor scores. A solution is to
eliminate the rarrative on page | of the form that
pertains to performance factors.




TOPIC 1: Fogus on Job Performance (Cont.)

GCRADE:

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS AND SUPPORT)

-

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

COMMENTS:

Define officership, management vs. technical skills.

Current performance vs. management potential
emphasis shouid be defined.

Devzlop better performance standards for rating,

Most of the front side of the OER is not useful,
although the job description may be somewhat useful
and may be worth retaining.

*Credit for attendance™ at PME or Master’s program
does not reward what is best for the Air Force; should
rate on performance improvements resulting from the
education. There are difficuities in doing, however,
including the time required to, observe performance
change. PME and Master’s are used as discriminators
by boards because they are easy to see, few other
discriminators can be found.

1t is difficult to find culturally acceptable ways to
measure job performance; need to measure in terms of
output (performance), rather than input (PME, etc.).




TOPIC 2: Potential Rating

GRADE: COMMENTS:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJORS
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJORS
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT) The traits which should be measured in identifying
future leaders are: Initiative - ability to make things

happen; Situational Awareness; Integrity, Decisiveness;
and Knowledge.

LT. COLONEL

(OPERATIONS AND SUPPORT) Define officership; management vs, technical skills.
Current performance vs. management potential
emphasis should be defined.

CCLONEL

(OPERATIONS AND SUPPORT)

GENERAL




TOPIC 3: Dif{ferences Across Grades, Rated/Non-Rated

GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJORS
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJORS
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS AND SUPPORT)

COMMENTYS:

1t is somewhat unfair to be rated with the same form
that is used to evaluate administrative duty officers,

OER should be de-emphasized at the lieutenant level.

Some things, e.g., PME, Masters Degree, are very
important and this perception is supporied by
promotion board statistics. Rated officers do not have
the opportunity to pursue these degrees.

There should be separate OER forms for rated and
non-rated officers. An officer suggested that they
also need separate promotion boards!

We need different forms for different grades, more
general language for field grades. Possibly should
have a form for rated/operations as compared to
support - maybe not, for that would be tough on a
board.

Junior officers do not necessarily need to be evaluated
on the same form as seniors, Also, semi-annual
reports are not necessary,

There is an ongoing debate about the performance
evaluation issue for rated vs support officers.
Raters/supervisors feel that they are forced to create
acceptable additional duties as mssignmants for rated
subordinates for the sale of the OER when these
people should be devoting all their time to f{lying.
They do not like a form driven system,

There should be two forms - rated and non-rated.




GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

TOPIC 4: Administrative Burden

Inefficiency - OER requires too much effort for what
you get out of it. A lot of time is wasted writing and
proofing the OER, to then have the promotion boards
look at the bottom line (indorser).

The front page of the form is useiess apart from the
job descriptions. (However, the rumbers can be used
to eliminate sub-marginal offizers). Yet providing the
narratives takes hours of work and some creative
writing to prepare.

Preparation of the OER form is an administrative
burden on units and raters. On average, each form is
retyped more than four times, and raters spend endless
hours preparing narratives, both for substarce and for
form. In addit'aon, preparing the supporting
documentation requised to secure the proper level of
indorsements ac 4- shustantially to the administrative
burden,

The form takes too many hours to process for the
amount of time it is evaluated.

The OER requires too much effort and time to
complete for the benefits it provides; the burden is too
great.

The system is probably okay, if only the
administrative burden were reduced.




GRavE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAIJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAIJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

TOPIC S: Contents of Promotion Folder

COMMENTS:

Remove photograph from the file.

Recommendations about the promotion and selection
system include placing a limit on how far back
promotion boards can look through folder. Also
recommend removal of photograph from file.

Remove the picture from the folder.




TOPIC 6: Inte, ity and Honesty

RADE: COMMENTS:

LT/CAPTAINS

(OPERATIONS) There is a lot of competition between MAJCOMSs to
promote their owa people. This problem is

compounded by the differences in numbers of grades
in the MAJCOM:s.

LT/CAPTAINS

(SUPPORT) There are many questicns about the integrity of the
system from a rater’s vicwpoint. They are hesitant to
rate less than | at any time; average performance is
most difficult to rate and there is concern over gaming
the system. From the rater viewpoint, it is the rater’s
personal policy about the system that determines how
an OER is written. If the immediate supervisor
cannot be relied upon to write a good OER or to
obtain good indorsements then the rater must be
visible to supervisor’s supervisor and get his/her
support,

Five of the eight officers have written their own OER.

SENIOR CAPTAINS/MAJORS
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAINS/MAJORS

(SUPPORT) There is a feeling that personal integrity is not
supported and neither is the integrity of the promotion
system. There is a need to reward and recognize
leadership and willingness to stand up for coanvictions.
A simple personality conflict can ruin a career. To
protest the integrity of the system, there is need for
guidance from higher levels such as self-policing
system that would include periodic review,
reinforcement, and reemphasis of policing and
procedures.

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL

(OPERATIONS) OER'’s talk around the issues, one learns the words but
they are not truthful, none of it is truthful. Inflation
is unreasonable. You are reading lies, almost useless
(as a way to understand an officer’s performance
level). Senior leadership doesn't get an accurate word
picture. Nobody reads all the lies which are written.




TOPIC 6: Integrity and Honesty (Cont.)

GRADE:

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT) '

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

COMMENTS:

Marginal performance is not documented. To get less
than the maximum (in numerical scores) an officer has
had to do something bad. However, the report is
coded so that marginal performance can be indicated
indirectly -- usually by saying "good but not
superlative.”

Some officers have had to write their own OER'’s,
while cthers feel that they have had to lie to maintain
careers or avoid hurting others.

Many believe that "the ratee is at the mercy of the
rater’'s eloquence” and that we're assessing writing
abilities of the rater not the person being reviewed.
There is a common knowledge of "the code™ and how
to use it.

There is subtlety and "gaming” on the OER’'s that are
directed to the board, but they feel that they recognize
and see through the word picture to the facts.




GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
{OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAIJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

TOPIC 7: Carcerism

COMMENTS:

Young officers feel it is necessary to learn the
unwritten guidelines of the OER and promotion
systera. They also feel that it is extremely important
to "please your supervisor.”

The OER is a vehicle for going up the promotion
ladder, but young officers must guide their own
careers.

Some things, e.g., PME, Masters Degree, are very
important and this perception is supported by
promotion board statistics. Rated officers do not have
the opportunity to pursue these degrees.

Can't focus (the OER words) on actual performance.
Front side is hard to use (to describe performance).
Officers write their own, they often don't know their
rater. We make up jobs for junior officers (in order
to have something to say about) communications-oral
and written.

OER has powerful impact on career, it encourages
careerism and I'm cuncerned about our ability to fight
a war. Everything is careerism, not an effort to do (a
job) well now; it's all related to promotion. Careerism
is not a function of the OER, other things are
promoting that, and it's not all that bad. To get
promoted you need to work hard, have a sponsor, get
a good job. Good personality gets a better rating.

You need PME and a Master's (to get promoted). It's
a discriminator. One needs to continue growing, (but
a) master’s diverts from real job. Advanced education
should help you do your job. You can't get a master's
in an operational job. The (master’s) programs are
easy because we couldn't otherwise get them (on 2
part-time basis). PME in residence is more valuable
for promotion (than by correspondence) but all of




TOPIC 7: Careerism (Cont.)
GRADE: COMMENTS:

these schools and deployments, alert duty, et.c, create
family problems. There is enough time to do these

things -- a few exceptions, but most people can do
these things.

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL

(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT) "Credit for attendance” at PME or Master's program
does not reward what is best for the Air Force; should
rate on performance improvements resulting from the
education. There are difficulties in doing, however,
including the time required to observe performance
change. PME and Master’s are used as discriminators
by boards because they are easy to see, few other
discriminators can be found.

GENERAL




TOPIC 8: Indorsement Svstem

GRADE: COMMENTS:

LT/CAPTAIN

(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN

(SUPPORT) The word picture and level of indorsement are most

important parts of the OFER as it is used by promotion
boards. They believe there is hidden quota system for
indorsements and that commands control systems.

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR

(OPERATIONS) The indorsement process is the controlling system in
the OER/promotion board process.

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL

(SUPPORT) Level of indorsement and last sentence js all that is
important. The whole emphasis is potential.

Preparation of the OER form is an administrative
burden on units and raters. On average, each from is
retyped more than four times, and raters spend endless
hours preparing narratives, both for substance and for
form. In addition, preparing the supporting
documentation required to secure the proper level of
indorsements adds substantially to the administrative
burden.

There is a highly developed system for determining
indorsement levels including printed justification
forms with the discrimination factors used. In the
form we observed, the factors include: PME, civilian
education (attained apd in process), promotion
eligibility, and previous OER indorsement history.
Standards are specified for which reports will be
evaluated for higher Jevel indorsement. These
standards are not uniform within MAJCOM or within
the Air Force.

Wing commanders have chance to identify higher
performers through indorsement level, However, they
also can "game” the system, inter alia. The problem
with indorsements as discriminators is not that higher
performers don't get tagged but that the system
doesn't discriminate well at the margin.

MAIJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)




TOPIC 8: ndorsement Svstem (Cont.)

GRADE:
LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

COMMENTS:

Since a hidden quota system is used, bring this system
out into the open.

Major information-bearing sections are indorsements
and promotion recommendation.

Current indorsement system is equivalent to a quota or
control system except ratees don't know the rules.




GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS SUPPORT)

GENERAL

TOPIC 9: Feedback to Ratee

COMMENTS:

More feedback to the ratee is necessary.

More feedback about performance should be provided
to officers.

The OER is not used as a feedback tool. This is
considered a weakness because they feel that there is a

need for some type of feedback and/or counselling
system.

OER is not effective as feedback (t¢ the individual
officer.) Can't provide (accurate) feadback because it
will Kkill him on assignments, promotions. It is a
morale boost (to read how well you are doing) but it
has nothing to do with improvement of performance.
We don't need the OER for counselling, the people we
have are told all the time. Forget the OER, we tell
them. Not much career guidance., The civilian
feedback system (in the Air Force) is not very good
either, it don't change performance. Low ratings don't
get rid of (the Air Force) civilians.

There was sgreement that the OER is not a good
feedback tool.




GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPOURT)

GENERAL

TOPIC 10: Promotion lssues

COMMENTS:

There was discussion and consideration that the up
and out system may not be right for everyone in the
Air Force.

Point made that AF promotion system makes it too
clear to officer whether he is a "success" or a "failure”
each time he meets a board; those passed over feel
they have clearly failed. Canadian system, with
"fuzzy" promotion zones encourages pcople to keep
trying; being passed over does not destroy officer's
morale, because he has several chances for promotion.

Up or out system seen as part of the problem but
group unanimously rejected changing that system.

It really doesn't matter how long you look at the file -
60 seconds or 5 minutes, usually there is no difference
in the final result.

They feel that the "up or out” system should remain in
place because it is a motivating force and drives
competition within the service. The unfortunate side
is that it drives away quality people at the same time
that it polices the system.




TOPIC 11: Suggested Changes in OER Form

GRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

MME

A standard OER should be used for every non-
promotion year, where an officer is in the zone, then
a "promotion” OER, which could be more specific and
detailed, would be written.

OER's should be simpler, shorter, and less
burdensone.

The OER should have two sections: one section would
evaluate specific duty performance (e.g., flying) and
another section would evaluate "other things".

The recommendaticns for the form were to remove the
blcck ratings from the fiont of the form.

The first part of the OER - except for demographic
and the job descriptions - should be eliminated.
(However, higher ranking officers in other focus
groups indicated that rating blocas are necessary
because it aliows them to "kill" unfit officers).

It is especially difficult to create "facts” for page one
in the case of young rated officers whose jobL consists
solely of flying-related tasks. Conversely, it is easy
for junior support officers to provide facts to
do.ument performance factor scores. A solution s to
eliminate the narrative on page 1 of the form that
pertains to performance factors.

Remove the front part of the form (after the job
description section).

Most of the front side of the OER is not useful,
although the job description may be somewh.t useful
and may be worth retaining.

Should use narrative ass:ssment by supervisor only;
difficulties discussed briefly.




TOPIC 11: Suggesied Changes in OER Form (Cont.)
RADE: COMMENTS:

GENERAL Rework the front side of the OER forms, but
maintain discriminating factors for the Board.




RADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
{OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

TOPIC 12: Purpose of the OER

COMMENTS:

Purpose of the OER -- OER does not adequately
accomplish task of school or assignment selection but
does work for evaluation.

Keep the large organizational picture in mind:
retention, morale productivity - when evaluating the
OER system.

The purpose of the OER is questioned. There is a
need to clarify that purpose and then redesign the
OER form to accomplish that task.

Purposes of OER - OER is not fully accomplishing its
objectives, particularly as it refers to identifying
individuals for promotions,

Two major goals of OER covld be:
1) to provide information helpful for promotion
decision,

2) to curb careerism by focusing OER on assessment
of current job performance.




CRADE:

LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

LT/CAPTAIN
(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(OPERATIONS)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL
(SUPPORT)

LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT)

GENERAL

TOPIC 13: Controlled System

COMMENTS:

If any controls are introduced, they should be for new
lieutenants. Be careful not to shift the dissatisfaction,
making unhappy the people who sre good rather than
those who are weak. The rumors about a new OER are
already hurting retention. Everyone is so critical of
the system, but a new system would be worse., We
don't adapt readily to new things.

The quota of "potential® scores under the controlled
OER was a disaster; however, that system might have
worked if the percentages had not been so restrictive,

No clear answer to question of whether & new control
or quota system could be workable, Suggestion that
quotas be matched to promotion opportunities at each
grade,




TOPIC 14: QOther Issues

GRADE: COMMENTS:
LT/CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS) Approximately 90% of all flyers are good, solid pilots

which makes differentiation even more difficult.

There is a lot of competition tetween MAJCOM's to
promote their own people, This problem s
compounded by the differences in number of generals
in the MAJCOM's,

LT/CAPTAIN

(SUPPORT)

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAIJOR

(OPERATIONS) The Canadian AF system - in which the ratee cannot
se¢ his/her scores, but can see the comments -~ is a
good system.

The Army OER is a good systems given that senior
officers indorsements are tracked. (This system can
also be "gamed"”, however).

Keep the large organizational picture in mind:
retention, morale productivity - when evaluating the
OER system,

There seems to be a conflict between what is good for
the individual and what is good for the AF
organization as a whole,

SENIOR CAPTAIN/MAJOR
(SUPPORT)

MAJOR/LT. COLONEL

(OPERATIONS) The system is good but highly inflated. It doesn't

allow for a single mistecke or a personality conflict
between rater and rated officer,

MAJOR/L.T. COLONEL

(SUPPORT) There is a price to pay in designing s system that
identifies the best people explicitly, That price is
dissatisfaction and attrition among those not s$o
identified.




TOPIC 14: Qther Issues (Cont.)

GRADE: COMMENTS:
LT. COLONEL
(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT) Though they feel that the OER is a good tool for

promotion to the major level, and that the right people
are being promoted, there is skeptisism about the
system because of gaming. The unwritten code has
existed through the last 3 types of OER’s.

There is an awareness that corporate culture drives the
promotion process. The Air Force culture and the
possibility of changing that culture is questioned.

LT. COLONEL

(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT) There is a question as to whether the OER itself is not
effective or whether the OER is a product of 2 system
that is not effective.
Provide training and guidance to the raters from
higher level officers and reinforce.

COLONEL

(OPERATIONS & SUPPORT) A significant change in the OER system would require

; a major cultural change in the Air Force. Current

problems with QER are culture-driven.

GENERAL The total needs of the Air Force are taken into

consideration.

Half of the Generals thought that the OER is a good
tool for communication about the individual,

They recognize that there are many officers who do
not understand the systen:.

It is the responsibility of supervisors to teach "the
system"” to subordinates,




ENCLOSURE 4 TO APPENDIX D
AIR FORCE (OER) PROJECT

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE

A, INTRODUCTION

1. PERSONAL INTRODUCTION
2. OVERVIEW OF HAY/SYLLOGISTICS BACKGROUND AND
CAPABILITIES
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
a. Review and conceptual redesign of officer performance evaluation
system.
b. Three parallel efforts.
c. HAY’s private sector expertise.
4. GROUP MEMBERS INTRODUCTION
a. Allow everybody to briefly introduce themselves.
5. EXPLAIN FORMAT AND PURPOSE OF FOCUS GROUP
a. Format
I. Unstructured, flexible format.
2. Generate and discuss concepts and ideas.
b. Purpose

1. Explore the issues surrounding the OER process, in order
to gain a better understanding of the OER process.

B. GENERAL ISSUES
1. EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT OER SYSTEM

8. Is the OER system achieving its purposes as stated in Air Force
policy and regulations? If not, why?

l. Promotion.
2. Assignment.
3. Augmentation,
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4, School selection.

5. Separation.
6. Feedback.
b. What purpose can an OER system legitimately fulfill?

STRENGTHS OF CURRENT SYSTEM

a. What are some of the strengths of the evaluation system currently
in use?

DRAWBACKS

a. What are the main drawbacks of the officer evaluation system?

DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF OER SYSTEM

a. Does the OER system fit some groups more than others?
Probes - rank, job, time in grade?

OER IMPACT ON THE INDIVIDUAL

a. Does the individual receive a "fair shake” from the current
evaluation system? Why or why not?

WHAT PROBLEMS DO YOU FACE AS A RATER? HOW DO YOU
COPE WITH THEM?

IMPROVEMENT OF OER SYSTEM/PROCESS

a. How can the OER process be improved?

Probes - rating/writing, review process, training, roll out.




8. IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

a. What are the key issues that need to be addressed in a project of
this nature?

b. Are there any bases we may not have covered that we should?

Probes - in the focus group, in the project.




APPENDIX E
FEEDBACK INTERVIEW SUMMARY

Following the completion of the data coliection phase of the study, the team
developed a preliminary set of OER conceptual designs. These designs were tested for
feasibility and desirability, in part, through a series of interviews with Air Force
officers of various grades representing the major commands. Enclosure 1 displays the
units of assignment and identity of the individuals interviewed; however, the names of
these officers have not been included in order to preserve the confidential context in

which the interviews were conducted. Enclosure 2, page E-3, shows the interview guide

used.

The results of these interviews were used in refining the preliminary designs into

the recommended conceptual designs discussed in Section V. A summary of the

interview results is displayed at Enclosure 3, page E-S.




ENCLOSURE 1 TO APPENDIX E

INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED

COMMAND/AGENCY POSITION

Air Force Communications Command Deputy DCS/Personnel (O-6)
Staff Division Chief (O-6)

Air Force Logistics Command DCS/Personnel (O-6)
Manpower Staff Officer (0-3)

Air Force Systems Command Deputy DCS/Personne! (0-6)
Logistics Staff Officer (O-5)

Air Force Training Command DCS/Personnel (O-6)

Military Airlift Command DCS/Personnel (O-6)

Squadron Commander (O-5)
Personnel Staff Qfficer (0O-3)

Strategic Airlift Command . DCS/Personnel (O-6)
Yice Wing Commander (0-6)
Squadron Commander (O-$)
Electronic Warfare
Officer (O-3)

Tactical Air Command Wing Commander (O- 5)
Executive to Wing
Commander (O-3)

Military Personne! Center Director (O-6)
Director (0-6)
Personnel Staff Officer (O-4)
Personnel Staff Officer (0-3)




IL.

ENCLOSURE 2 TO APPENDIX E
FEEDBACK INTERVIEW GUIDE

Explain background of study and the fact that we are considering various
alternatives.

For each ejement presented, determine the respondent’s reactions:

A. Positive, neutral or negative

B. If negative, reasons why

C. Whether positive or negative, any problems anticipated in
implementation

Elements to be presented

A. Having OER preparation set up as a computer-interactive process
with certain information computer-supplied to cut down on the
administrative process,

B. Having pre-developed generic job descriptions to which
modifications are made by the rater.

C. Having an OER work sheet that is used to set future goals and
review past performance but does not become part of the OER
record. Its objectives would be to help in coaching a junior

officer and to develon a mutual understanding of performance
expectations.

D, Having a section on the OER form which requires the rater to
indicite one area in which a plan has been developed to enhance
the officer's effectiveness over the coming year. This would
include measureable objectives for the plan.

L. Having the rating officer identify the single strongest area of
performance for an individual,

F, tiaving an indorsing official indicate the ranking of the officer
aguinst others in the same grade (for those rated at the highest
potentizal level),

G. Having the wing commanders or equivalent indicate the 10% of
each grade who are judged to be highest in potential.

H, Having performance factors rated for only the extremes.

L Having a rater's rating history become part of his/her own
personnel file for consideration by his/her own commander in
rating the officer on *“The Exercise of Leadership.”




J. Having raters total distributions of ratings for that grade appear
on all OERs that are part of the selection folder.

K. Having an indorser's rating history become part of his/her own
personnel file for consideration by his/her own commander in
rating the officer on "The Exercise of Leadership.”

L. Having indorsers’ total distributions of ratings for that grade
appear on all OER s that are part of the selection folder.

M. Eliminating all numerical ratings of performance, requiring
comments to document what the officer has actually done
(accomplished ) in his/her job during the rating period.

N. Eliminating all numerical ratings of potential, retaining the current
system to assure that better performers receive higher levels of
indorsement.

O. Retaining a system which produces highly favorable ratings for

almost all officers so as to enhance morale and commitment.

P. Having separate OERs for company and field grade officers which
cover the same general factors, but provide different criteria
against which they are judged.

1V. Any other suggestions the individual might have for improving the OER
process.
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APPENDIX F

OER FORMS USED IN THE SERVICES

This Appendix displays the forms used by the U.S. armed services, the U.S.
Coast Guard, the Foreign Service of the Department of State, and thc Canadian Defense

Forces.

FORM TITLE

EAGE

U.S. Air Force
Air Force Form 707, Officer.......ccoovvvimimrerievrerivreeriiinereereensns F-2
Efffectiveness Report

US. Army
DA FOrm 68-8=1. ..oovrririeeiiveriiiicsiniieesrereriessssnssreerenesesssnnes F-4
OER Support Form
DA Form 68-8, Officer Evaluation Form .........ccovvevereeeenn, F-6
U.S. Navy
NAVPERS 1611/1, Report 0N the.....cveeeivecrevernrrreenennnnn F-8

Fitness of Officers

U.S. Marine Corps
NAVMC 10835, USMC Fitness Report c.ccvcvvvveeeiecrircrnninnns F-10

U.S. Coast Guard
CG-5312, Lieutenant Commander
Officer Evaluation Report

Foreign Service
Form DS-1829, U.S. Foreign Service.....cccccvvvvviiericinineivninss F-16
Employee Evaluation Report :

Canadian Defense Forces

CF 1417, Personnel Evaluation Report: .....coovvvvvcvvciieririnnnns F-21
Officers




AFR 36-10 Attachment 1., 26 October 1882 Effective 1 November 19082

SAMPLE
i, RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATAle AFR X610 cereluliy before {Rling in eny item)
1. A ME (Lasr. First, Middle Intrial) L. SSAN [Inch:de Suffix) 3 GRADE 4. DAFSC
SMITH, Jack II 231-34-5432 Captain A1321X
[ 7. ORGANIZATION,. COMMAND, LOCATION s. PAS CODC
345 Tac Ftr Wg (TAC), Mt Home AFB, ID [MTOTDKLS
1. PERICO OF MEPORY 8. NO.OAVYS OF 9. REASON POR REFORT
rmom: 13 Jul 81 [twmu 31 Oct 82 purenviNe® 120 | Annual

Il. JO8OESCRIPTION 1. outy miTees  Enter oommand—tevel—amd approved duty title as of the
L MEYOUTIES. TASKS AnD RESPONSIBILITIES: clggeout date of the report (paragraph 2a this
attachment). g

Jtem 2: Describe the type and level of responsibility, the impact, the
number of people supervised, the dollar value of projects managed, and any
other facts which describe the job of this particular ratee.

~ )
1H1.PERFC/MANCE FACTORS (j_ b I R ; ' wewrdd
ve ASOVE
13pecific example of performence required NOT OBSCAVED rv. we.o IY.A:LDOA".D 17'::::'-:0 r:::oulo ﬂanu‘;uo
. JON KNOWLEDG & (Deplh, curmency,
ek G € (D S, o L J L J J =

What has the ratee done to actually demonstrate depth, currency or breadth of
job knowledge? Consider both quality and guantity of wori.

2. ::',3,2:,‘:};,:,,\".?,"""“’""C""""""" 0o l l ] ] . 1 ] l)(l | ]
Does the ratee think clearly and develop correct and logical conclusions?:
Does the ratee grasp, analyvze, and present workable solutions to problems?

3. ::;wjno ORGANIZL WORK (Thnely, (o) l l I J ] —] l j LX—]

Does the ratee look beyond immediate job requitrements? How has the ratee
anticipated critical events?

s pAnASEHENT oF nEsoURcE: 0 LI L L = Ld
Does the ratee get maximum return for personnel, material and energy expended?
Consider the kalance between minimizing cost and mission accomplishment.

s. :'exoc;:l:u‘l’r‘)'}' {Iniriative, acoept 0o l ] 1 | { | =><] l |
How has the ratee demuonstrated initiative, acteptance of responsibility, and
ability to direct and motivate group effort towards a goal?

6. ADAPTABILITY TO STRESS [Stable, w
flexible, dependgble) 0 L._:I' u LXJ l_J

How has the ratee handled pressure? Does quality of work drop off? Improve?

7. go::t;.c;:;d‘::r‘/c‘"o" {Chear, - 0 I I ] ] [ ] _[ 4] IX]
How has the ratee demonstrated the ability to present ideas orally?

8. WRITTEN COMMUNICATION (Qeer,

conclre, Orgerized) 'O l__, L_] w L__J

| How has the ratee demonstrated the ability to present ideas in writing?

{. * :;:':::'°“AL°::;$‘"("W“' o l l 1 )| b | |Z I l | .
How well does the officer meet and enforce Air Force standards of bearing,

dress, grooming and courtesy? 1Is the image projected by the ratee an asset
to the Air Force? :

e e Lt L LJ L]
How has the ratee demonstrated support for the AF Equal Opportunity Program,

and sensitivity for the human needs of others? Evaluation of this factor is
MANDATORY,

AF S80%, 707 PREVIOUS COITION Wil 8€ USEO. OFFICER EFFECTIVENESS REPORT




Effective 1 November 1982 AFR 36-10 Attachment 1 26 October 1082

SAMPLE >y

IV, ASSIGNMENT RECOMMENDATION: 1. STRONGEST QUALIFICATION: perserverfnce
t. succesvep soe (Include AFSC):
3. ORGANITZTATION LEVEL! 4 VIMING:
V. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL:

Compare the ratee’s capability to assume Increased responsidility with that S

of other officers whom you know in the same grode. Indicate your reting E-

by placing on "X " in the designated poriion of the most appropriete block. . x

RATER ADON INDORT  RATIA ADON INDOWS RATER AOODN  INDORS- RATER  AOON INDORS-
mATER €A RATER €m RATER (1] RATER (L]
lowesr

VI. RATER COMMENTS

Organize comments within the standards of good writing. Do not use headings:
underline, or capitalize merely to add emphasis. Include those comments
required by paragragn 3-15. Add any other comments not covered elsewhere
and not excluded by paragraph 3-14 which will increase the value and meaning

of the report. Amplify those positive aspects of the ratee's performance
deserving special note.

INAME, GRADE, 8R OF SVC.ORGN, COMD, LOCATION OUTY TITLE DATE
JACK LAMB, JR., Lt Col, USAF Operations Officer 1 Nov 82
529 Bomb Sq (H) (SAC)

StAN

SIGNATUR
Plattsburg AFB NY 012-34-5678FR Jp@jw

Vil. ADDITIONAL RATER COMMENTS Dcowncun Fnonconcun -

Review the ratings and comments of the rater for completeness and impar-
tiality. If the additional rater does not concur with any rating in
section III or V, or any comments, check the nonconcur block. To reflect
disagreement, initial appropriate blocks (section III) and mark additional

rater block (section V). Significant disagreement (para 2-26) requires
justification.

MAME. GRADL. SR OF SVC,ORGN,. COMD, LOCATION SUTY YIiTLE OATE
FRANK HARRIS, COL, USAF Commander 2 Nov 82
529 Bomb Sq (H) (SAC)

. s A .
Plattsburg AFB NY 987-65-4321 "w Aernis

Viil. INDORSER COMMENTS Ocowneun Kluonconcun

Review the ratings and commenfs of the rater and additional rater for
completeness and impartiality. If the indorser does not concur with the
additional rater's comments or ratings, check the nonconcur block. To
refle: t disagreement, initial appropriate block (section III) and mark

indoraer block (section V). Significant disagreement (para 2-26) requires
justification.

MAME. ORADC.OR OF SVC.ORGN, COMO, LOCATION OUTY TITLE - ‘|loave

James M. Robinson, Col, USAF Commander 4 Nov 82
380 Bomb Wg (SAC) s TANATORE -
Plattsburg AFB NY 234-56-7890FR 20 M. Rodsna v

cus. * YERNMENT PRINTING OFPICE: 1900==gI g1 1

AF Form 707. (Reverse side.)




OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM

For ues of this form, me AR 613-105; the presqnent sgency  OCIPER.

Read Privecy All Blatement on ‘Sefore ng this form
PARY | — RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION
NAME OF RATED OFFICER (Last Fint M1 GRADE OIGA_NIIAYOON
LANG, LESLIE R. CPT B-Bery, 3d En, S55th Arty
PART Il = RATING CHAIN ~ YOUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE EVALUATION PERIOD 18:
NAME QRADE POSITION
RATER
GREY. THOMAS A, LIC Bn_Commander
INTERMEDIATE INAME GAADE POSITION
RATER
SENIOR INAME GRaDE FOSITION T
RATER FOX, LARRY R. COL - | Bde Commander

PARY 1l ~ VERIFICATION OF INITIAL FACE.TO-FACK DISCUNSION

AN INITIAL FACE-TO-FACE OISCUSSION OF DUTIES, AESFONSIBILITIES. ANO PERFORMANCE OSJECTIVES FOR THE CURRENT
HATING PERIOD TOOK PLACE ON _SEE DPALARYSDPDh 4~h end 4-7

AATED OFFICER'S IN(TIALS ragraph 4-6 RATER'S INITIALS __See paragt. 4=

PART IV — RATED OFFICER (Compicte ¢, b, and ; below for this reting period)
8. STATE YOUASIGNIFICANT DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

DUTY TITLE S .THNE FOSITICN COOE 8

©. INDICATE YOUR MAJOA PERFOAMANCE OBJECTIVES

DA :lo:.“‘.n B T e Tt e it IO OF 866 79 8 OF oRteE. - - T i th: ta e et LW ey e o




e T T ————— Tt
¢ LIST YVOURSIGNISICANT CONTRIBUTIONS

T

SIGNATURE ANO DATE

PART V « RATER AND/OR INTERMEDIATE RATER /Reticu and comment on Pert IVe. b, end ¢ above.
Insure remarks are consistent - ith Aour petformance and potentiel eveluation on DA Form §7=4.)

a WATER COMMENTS (Upliunal:

SIGNATUARE AND DATE (Mendaion )

b INTEHRMEDIATE AATER COMMENTS 1UpionaI

SIGNATURE AND DATE (Moendeion

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (3 L'.SC $520)

1. AUTHORITY: Sec 301 Tile 5 USC. Sec 3012 Tule 10 USC.

2. PURPOSE: DA Form 67=5 Officer Evalustion Report. serves as the primary source of information for officer personnel
management decsions DA Form 67—-6-1, Offiere Evalustion Support Form, serves as a guide for the rated officer's perform.
ance. development of the rated offlicer. enhsncrs the sccomplishment of the organization mission, and provides additional
pﬂfumnnn infurmation tu the rating chen

3. ﬁOUT!NE USE: DA Form 6-—¥ will be maintained in the rated officer’s official military Personnel File (OMPF) and
Cuuv Management lndividus! Fite (CMIF) A copy will be provided 10 the rated officer either directly or sent Lo the

forwarding sddress shown in Part 1. DA Form 67—8. DA Form 67—6~1 i for oumluhoml use only and will be returned to
" theasted officer after review by the rating chain R

ISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer’s SSAN (Part I, DA Form 67—8) s voluntary. However, fallure to verify
the SSAN muy result in s delayed or erroneous processing of the officer’'s OER. Duciosure of the information ja Part 1V,
" ‘DA orm 67=8~] is voluntary. However, failire (0 provide the information requested will result in an evalustion of the
'uup officer without the benelits of thet officer’s comments. Bhould the rated afficer use the Privacs Act as & basis not
:to provide the information requested in Part IV, the Support Form will contaln the rated officer's statement (o that effect
andbe forwarded through the rating chuin in accordance with AR 623+105. '

- .




e LAST TLARMC EIAST NAME MIOOLE INITIAL 6. 55N ¢« GRADE | @ OATE Or RANK 1, gn OESONATEON AOS WO/ ST A Cook

1
Veer lennu‘l e SPECIAITIES

CUNIT DAsANIPATION STATION 1P CODF OR APO, MAIOR COMMAND 1+ REASON FOR SUBMISSION v COMD
coor
t (MO0 COVERED m. NO. OFf n_ MILPO @ RATED OFFICERCOPY (("Acch onr and detr) o. FOAWARDING ADORESS
MONTIS coot
F RO THAY D
1 GIVEN TO OFFICER
Voer I“"""' S Veoo [ Maned] e

D 2. FOAWARDED YO OFFICER

| 1
Q EXPLAMATION OFf NONRATEQD PEAIODS

PART 1l — AUTHENTICATION (Roetcd oflicer signature confies PART | dois end RATING OFFICIALS OMNLY)

8 NAME OF NaTEA Lyt pimt M) SSN SIGMATUNE
]

GARADC ANANCH QRGANIZATION ODUTY ASSIGNMENT OATE

© NAME OF INTERMEOIATE RATER (Lawr, Ferof, Mi1 £ SIGNATUARE

GRADE. BRAANCH ORGANIZATION OUTY ASSIGNMENT OATE

¢ NAME OF SENIOR AATER [lesr, First Mi} SSN SIGNATURE

GAADE, BRANCH ORGANIZATION DUTY ASSIONMENT OAYE

0 SIGNATURE OF RATED OFFICER OATE ¢ DATE ENTEMEC ON {1 AATED OFFICER (¢ SR MPO INITIALS [n NO. OF

OA FORM 2.V MPO INITIALS INCL

PAAT I - DUTY DESCRIPTION (Reier)

o PRINCIPAL DUTY TITLE lb.ssuuos

C.REFEAR TOPANT (11s. DA FOAM 67 -8-1

PAAT IV = PERFORMANCE EVALUATION — PROFESSIONALISM (Rater)

HIGH DEGREE LOW DEGREE
{1 liema | Ihrough 14 Selow. Indicele Ihe degree of agreemeni wilh Ing [ollowing sialtments

8 PAOFESSIONAL COMPETENCE a5 being drscrintive of the rafed officer Any commenie will be refllecivd sn b below ) Y 2 3 4 [
1. Possessers capacily Lo acquire knowledge/grasp concepts 8. Displays sound judgment

2. Demonsirates approprisle knowledge and expertise in assigned Lasks §. Seeks self improverment

3. Maintains spproprisie level of physical (itness 10. L sdaptlable to changing sitvations

4. Motivates, challenges snd develops subordinstes 11. Sew and en(orces high standards

5. Performs under physical snd meniel streea 12. Possreses military bearing snd sppearance

6. Encourages candor and frankness in subordinsles 13, Supporu EQ/EF.OQ

7. Qesr and concise in writlan communication . 14. Clear ond clee In orel lestion

© PROFESIIONAL ETHICS (Commenat 0n say srve whernt Ihe reted o/licer s particylerdy tonding o0 nevds imp 4

V. OEQICATION

2 RESPONSIBILITY

3. LovaLTyY i

4 DISCIPLINE

S INTEGAITY

& MORA(L COvAaQt

7. SELFLESSMESS

9. MOAAL STAND-

AmDS
DA FORM 67 J— 8 ALPLACES DA FORM §7-17, 1 AN 73, WHICH 3 OSSOLETE, 1 NOV 79, US ARMY OFFICER EVALUATION F.EPORT
18€° 7

F-6




PERIOC COVEALD

PART V — PEARFORMANCE AND POTENTIAL EVALUATION (Xalrr)

». PATED OFFICERS NAME san
MATED OF FICER IS ASSIONED 1N ONE OF HIS/HEAR DESIGNATEC SPECIALTIES/MOS Dvu D [

9. PERFOAMANCE DURING THIS AATING PERIOD. AEFER TO PARY Hi, DA FOAM 878 AND PART i1 s, &, AND ¢, DA FORM 81-0-1

ALWAYS EXCEEDED VSUALLY EXCELDED oFTEN FAILID [ USUALLY PAILED
I l AEOUINEMENTS ALQUIREMENTS I I MEY REOUTAEMEN TS I l ALOUINEMENTS REQUIREMENTS

€. COMMENT ONSPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE PEAFOAMANCE, AEFEA TO PART 111, DA FOAM 67-0 AND PART (il s, & AND ¢, DA FOAM §7-8-1. OO MOV VEE FOR COMMANTS
OM POTENTIALY

©. THISOFFICERSPOTENTIAL FORPROMOTION TO THE NEXT MIGHER CRADE 1S

PROMOTE AHEAD OF PAOMOTE WITH .
I I CONTEMPORARIES I I CONTEMPORARIES l l OO WOT PROMOTE I l OTHEA (Kapian wiow}

o. COMMENT ONPOTENTIAL

PART VI = INTERMEDIATE RATER

5. COMMENTS

PART Vi - SENIOR AATER

s POUNTIAL EVALUATION ISsr Chapter 1 AN 821 100 b COMMENTS

DA
SR USE ONLY
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28 DUTIES ASSIONE D i(Comnued)
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PROGRAM 1. ORGANILZATION '
BRI (<4 b RUC A ¢ DESCRIPTIVE TITLE (Abdqovione m roquered)
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z 2. MARINE REPORTED ON
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¢ & 4. DUTY ASSIGNMENT 5. SPECIAL INFORMATION
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3 « | 9. DEPENDENTS REQUIRING TRANSPORTATION
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% S 100. DUTY PREFERENCE (Codo) 10b. DUTY PREFERENCE (Descriptive Title) (Abbroviote @ reaused]
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REPORTING SENIOR
o Mtvicg b GRADC

1

- & IDENTIFICATION NO

O NAME AND DUTY ASHGNMENT

@U\AR DUYIB @ @ .

)

. ADDITIONAL DUTIES

I T ~ R I )

@g@g[l

B8 N W §9

12. SPECIA| CASE (Mork if opplicoble) 1ad. ATIENTION 10 DUTY 150. YOUR ESTIMATE OF THIS MARINE'S "GENERAL VALUE TO THE SERVICE ©
"SB?.'“"“’ Ds™® | B W W MM W e OB DN DOR O
ERFORMANCE 14e. COOPERATION

:

1Sb. DISTRIBUTION OF MARKS FOR ALL MARINES OF THIS GRADE

|

15¢. FiLL BOXES SO THAT THE SUM OF EACH COLUMN CORRESPONDS 10 (TEM 15b

(0 0 0 Y O 3 [ ED R

_ ADMIN{STRATIVE DUTIES

WM MR

prt
n

)

1ag JUDGMENT
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B

80303

o
a

. HANDLING OFFICERS (MARK NCO + “NO")

B M MK

@&

tah, PRESENCE OF MIND

b & [

(C R 0 1 R 1 B 3 O 3 B (R R C R Y

I

T I I D)

2 O Vi )

Ed
13a. HANDLING ENLISTED PEPSONNEL 14i. FORCE
T O S 0 A OO0 86 G
13f TRAINING PERSONNEL t4j. LEADERSHIP 16. CONSIOERING THE REQUIREMENTS CF SERVICE IN WAR. INDIZATE YOUR ATTITYDE
TOWARD HAVING THIS MARINE UNDER YOUR COMMANE
EESED) B[] BN N & Owvor Omee O e Deasncuany
13g. TACTICAL HANDLING OF TROOPS 14k, LOYALTY OBSERVED NOT WILLING GLAD DESIRE

17. H-S MARINE BEEN THE SUIJECT OF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING REPORTS?

14 QUALITIES

141. PERSONAL RELATIONS

B B S B

& &
& &

0. COMMENDA IORY b. ADVERS!

Oves Owol Dy

¢. DISCIPLINARY ACTION

D YES Duo

IF YES. REFERENCE IN SECTION
Owo

AND FIlt TME BOX TO INDICATE YOUR ESHMATE OF 1HIS MARINE

@ Bk 1B

SECTIQON B, COMPLETED BY REPORVING SENIOR USE BLACK INX

. PERSONAL APPEARANCL 14m. ECONOMY OF MANAGEMENT 18. REPORT BASED ON OBSERVATION 12 QUAtIHED FOR PROMOTION
I EQ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ E] @ D DALY [:]moum! g‘j::n A-r»ow( D YES DQ

T4c. MILITARY PRESENCE

B BB E

I

14n. GROWTH POTENTIAL

M

M &M

RECORD A CONCISE APPRAISAL OF THE PROFESSIONAL CHARACTER OF MARINE REPORTED ON. THIS SPACE MUST NOT BE LEFT BLANK.

kJ

2C RECOMMENDATION FOR NEXT DUTY 21. RESERVED FOR FUTURE USE
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DO 800000
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22. 1 CERTIFY the Iniarmation in section A 1 Correct 1o the best of my 23. 1 CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge ond beliel all entries made hereon ore
knowledge. true and without prejudice or portiality.

COA
ez
(23 5 {Signoture of Marine reporied on) (Dote) (Signoture of Reponiing Senior) (Dore)
Q<
S8 24. (Chack one when required) | HAVE SEEN THIS COMPLETED REPOR. AND | 25 REVIEWING OFFICER (Nome, Grode. Service. Duty Assignment) | 250. INITIALS
2¥ (D 1 HAVE MO STATEMENT 10 MAKE [ | HAVE ATTACHED A STATEMENT.

25b. DATE
(Signature of Morine reporied on) (Oore)
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USMC FITNESS REPORT Page 2 (1610)

MARINE REPORTED ON (Lost nome) (First name) (M.1.) GRADE IDENTIFICATION NO. PERIOD (From) (o) CCCASION

REPORTING SENIOR'S CERTIFICATION

| certity that on the terminal dote shown in ltem 3 of Section A, | was the Reporting Senior for only those Marines of the
some grade as shown in Item 15b of Section B. Those Marines are ALPHABETICALLY LISTED below. | rank this Marine as

of (only rank Morines morked Outstanding in 150 and b: mark NA if not opplicable).
NAME (Losi. First, M1 [ emos NAME (Lot First, M.1.) | emos
b
SIGNATURE DATE

REVIEWING OFFICER'S CERTIFICATION

I have not hod sufhicient opportunity to observe this Morine, so | have no comment.

! have had only limited opportunity to observe this Marine, but from what | hove observed | generally concur with the
Reporting Senior's marks in items 15a und b.

I have had sufticient opportunity 1o observe this Marine, and concur with the Reporting Senior's marks in Items 150 ond b.

00 o

ISNIIXI INTFWNHIANOD 1LY GADONAQ0YH4T

’
I hove had sutficient opportunity to observe this Morine. and do not concur with the Reporting Senior's marks in Items
15a and b. | would evaluate this Marine as (1tem 150) and ronk this Marine as
—_ {only ronk those evaluated as Outstanding (OS)).

REMARKS (mondeotory if Item 4, above. is checked):

of

SIGNATURE DATE

NOTE: The informotion obove WILL NDT be entered into any computer progrom.




TRANSPORTATION
U.S. COAST GUARD
CG 5312 Page 1 (Rev, 6-84)

LIEUTENANT COMMANDER
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT (OER)

THE REPORTED-ON OFFICER WiLL COMPLETE SECTION 1, ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

3. NAME (Last, First, Middie Initiall "SSN ¢ BRADE | d. DATE OF HANK
04 YA l [ 1 DAY
| i
e. UNIT NAME f. DIST| g. OPFAC | h. OBC i. STATUS INDICATOR ). DATE SUBMITTED
it —L [ L DAY
k. DATE REPORTED PRESENT UNIT | I. TYPE REPORT m. OLCASION FOR REGULAR RerORT ]
Ty o Y] emi- stachmen: o Detachment Promotion
] O Regular 0O Special O concurrent O annual O Raporting Otficer O of Otticer O of OHicer
n. PEKIOD OF REPORT 0. UDAYS NOT OBSERVED p. REPORTED-ON OFFICER SIGNATURE
E B R IR TR AL B B IS TAD Lv OTHER ®
THE SUPERVISOR WILL COMPLETE SECTIONS 2-7. tn Section 2. describe this officer's joh Including primery and col auties. ¢ svelisbie ane fonehiy. 10 unil or
Cosst Gustd miasions. Then for eech of the raUng scales in Sections 3-8 ~ompare the afficer’s performance during the reporting periad sgeinet the sienderds shown and ud‘ 8 mark by filling
in the sppropriate sircls. in the ares following asch saction, describe th  @sis 1or the marke given, ching specifics whers possil .

bie. Use only slioted spece. Compiewe Bectien

2. DESCRIPTION OF DUTIES

D Decumentation Refervnce:

3. PERFORMANCE OF DUTIE_S: Measures an officer’s ability to got things done.

a. BEING PREPARED

Demonsirsted ability W anticipate, Lo iden
tify whet iust be done, to set pnonities, and
prepare (or scoomplishung unit and orgunuze
tional Misigna ur4er both predictable arnd
uncerisit coaditions.

Geta csught by the unacpecied Appears ma. |
trolled evencrises Bets vague o
unreslistic_goale, if any Sets wrong
priorities Tends oot 1o (ollow exiruing
vrunq prreedures, plans or eystems Not
slwoys preparsd to ineet tesponaibibitias or
tmiasiona.

@

Takes protpt posiLve sciion Lo meet chang
Ing of une”, niustions Harviy caught,
unpre Beta high and realintic goals
Usas e3inting ortuuu procsduree, plans,
of syriama well Usee basic mansge
oiant Loole and (deas homeword "o
fay well prepared for reeponnblliues end

miesicns
@

T_'rhuepm sruvmely weil. Lesha beyond

the immedisle evoniapreblems Bels Lhe
“ngut ynonuee sad saiels evenls Bely
reelist;+ and specific gosle wel) in advanes.
Utilisas pepie. sperauUng prasedures. Nlans
oystemu \o arhieve U bighest stale o
preperalion fur seeotaplishirg rrepon.
abilitie and mlasiens Twws pelentisl
sdvarsily Ints spportunity,

L]

b. U81;{G RESOURCES:

Detnonsiretad gbillty W wtilise prople,
money, mawrial, and ume efTiciently, o
dalegate. and Lo provide follow-up conurol.

May cverryoder allocals respuront, conosn-
trale on unpraductive arsas, or overlook
ot criticsl demands More eflective
managing a atrrow range of sclivities
Over/under mansges, doesn’t delegale
wisely Inder utilizes poople or “burns”
tham our Dassn't fellow-up.

()

Suoossefully managesa vanety of agtivitiss
simujlaneculy Wi, the rasounas svsilable
s cos! condrious Dalegaios, 20U yob done
well through ethers llaes fsliswp sontro)
efintively. requires aame of oubordinetes.

@

Ususually shiiiful st bringing scares
m : har on Un west m.l‘ud

-e whils naa g & mpertrum of &
Livites Couunum more with loes ™
Delegaias whenever pussible Has Lhe “"dig
tmun," M':r Lavws what's geing ah;
naye on Loy of Lhings *

¢ GETTING KESULTS

The lity’quantity of the officer's woth a¢
complishmenta The effectiveneas or impact
of results on the officar s unit sndor the
Loast Guard

Usually obtains resylia, though semelimes
o the todt of axUs rescurtes of lam sppur
tunities In routine siuati- 1 will mesl
e ified praie Kesulls ususlly meintain the
slalus guo

)

(w11, b dorw well in o]l Prwune and most
urususl srtustions Fulfilie 1dentifad goals
snd reuirements ¢ven whon resourses are
xarce Vradyuss Nnished, quahiy work and
requires same frum suberdinates jleuite
héve a positive impact on ynit sndior Coant

wuard
®

d KESPONSIVENESS
The degrve 1o which the afTioer responda,

replies, ¢f meets dsadiines in ¢ Lmely
feahjon.

o PROFEBSIONAL EXPERTHE: ’

Noods reminding. dosan’t repart beh Tends
1o mum dus davaw/de odlines withou| jusufis
tion blow or late responding 10 nquana,
heaxe, laters, ar calls Keslols changes in
policy, direcuen, or respenaibiliUes

Q

Hepors bach, Rewpe you irdorewd Depen |
dably eompleles prejrcia and meets
daadiines Msbes timaly responae ts re
uas.4, -nnn‘ hw‘n,n. or ealls Tehm
thangres 1n pelity, direcUsn, & regpos
sibilition in sUride.

Gowa reaulia which far surpam your etje
Lations in sll mustions Aivays finds waye
W 6o more and de 1! belles 10 spile of
resourcn constrminta Own werh and that of
asberd | notes i constatai Uy of high qualily,
never poeis rodoing Namsils have -Le:.x}:
ranl pasilive impact on uail andier

Guard
@

TTighTy ronacieniteus in Laepiug you well 1o
forwsad Adept 8t ﬂumr- woys bo swimylrie
projcis sarly Unuimuslly prompt Lo reopen
s al) requasts, oo, - n)
Maadily sdrasts 1o major changes in policy,
dirartion, & respeasibliue, esVesely

Neaible.
@

The level of arvics knowledgs and tachnieal
akills the sioer demnonstretas (o e present
job. (Intivdes esemsnship/airmsnship,
sogineering, sommercia) vesms| -ldi.Mi
law, #tc., & spproprisia)

)

Bamcally qualified. Domensiretes minimal
techalcs! oulh. (lk-phh-l tuutine
aamignmente but uires mnons supervisies
and techaicsl ﬂm&am little or
e offort lo breaden Laowindge or shille

Q

A preisanonal olfiesr whe Snews the jeb
Demonstreton nesded teshnion) exqpuriias for
astigued ‘vles Naosds ne wpsrvielsn for
uchuul“mw [ =)

rtun- taarn; bat shown > rowts
Loowledge and skills. Kharee szperiances
aud haowlodge

@

I Demeastroim superier tochala.]
compelance undar & varisly of air.
and resel

plon -bm
o oh\er lor ouparioany

1. COMMENTS (Performance of Duties).

———

Previous edition & obsole e




{. COMMENTS (Performance of Duties continued):

4. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS: Measures how an officer affects or is lﬁocud by others.

a. WORKING WITH OTHERS:

Dumonsirled adilicy te prornote s leam of-
fort, te cooperete. and 10 work with othar
people or units Lo achieve rmmmon goala

Sometiowe the ideas and fesl

of others, or causss bostility becauss of
failure 1o inform or consult. May be
UentAmpolite; talk too much, listen too
ts. May be Lnflexible, hulnp.unml
Is slow to resolve conflicts. Not s team

player.
®

of ideas;
Ro'pocu the views, ideas of others;
aoperetive, fosters a senme of tearmwork.
others informed; coneilts others.
ries share of load Treals peonls in coo-
-d-nu, courtecus menner. Hel
resoive coalflicts and stay

i

fye

o team

NO

b. HUMAN RZLATIONS:
mmw-mmdﬁw«mmm
Commandant's

B lohl Pbl.lq and nba'l
aman [} r-poa
in & th others,

®

Exhibits discriminatory twndenciss toward
others dus to their religion, age, sax, rece,

or ethnlc Allows biu W jo
fluence o the trestmect of others
May ust position to bares otherw. is

ﬁ.-?xdul msy make sturring remarks.
Do.nc bold subordinates ble for

Carries ining, and

; responsibilities mm
or

H\mﬁ"

buman relstions f ibLlities.

®

Througb leadership and demovstrated
strong perecnal commitment inspires fair
Mmdmwaldmmhmdtu
tions, regurdiess of religion, age, sez, rece
or ethax background. Doss oot tolerats pre-
ia) actions or behsvior by anyows.
Mchuly-ﬂmhymmbuhmw

®

¢. COMMENTS {(interpersonal Relations):

5. LEADERSHIP SKILLS: Measures an officer's ability to guide, direci, develop, influence, and supporn others in their performance of work.

a. LOOKING OUf FOH OTHERS.

The officer’s sanaitivity and responsiveness
10 Lhe poeds, problema, goals, and achieve:
ment of olwrs.

Ehows hitle concern (or the aafety, prubleca.
needa, goals of others May overlook of
tolerate unfair, insenmtive, or abusve trest-
ment of people. May be pcceasible to oLthers,
but non respunsive w Ltheir personal needa
Seldom scknowledges or recognizes subor-
dinates’ aschievementa

@

Cares about people and responds
tu their peeds Concerned for therr safe
ty’well-being la scoemoble. Lustens and he!
wonth personal or yob releted problema, nnn‘E
snd goals When unable to assiat, suggests
or provider other resources. “Goes W bat™ for
people Rewards deserving subordinates in
s Limeiy fashson.

®

Creater an attitude of caning and s sense of
communily io others Personally ensures
resousces are svalable Lo meet people’s
needs and thet hawits of endurence are not

ded. Alweys ble W people and
thewr problems Does not tolerate unfair, in-
sensitive, or abumve trestment of or by
others. Extrernely ontie Jentious 1n ensunng
deserving suburdinates get app opnsie Ume-
ly recogmition

NO

b. DEVELOPING SUBOKDINATES:

Thuuntwthkhmmmu—mch.ln‘.
courwaling. and trauining and provides

tumities fur growth 0 incresss Lthe |Ih,
koow ledge, and proficency of subordinales.

Shows little interest in trairung or develo)

ment of sutordinales. May w.{;
sithbold sutherily or over-supervise.
Donsn’t c¢hellenge their abilities. May
tolerate mar rformance, or anucise
oxcessively. o'l keep subordinates in-
formed provides LitUs constructive feedbeck.

®

Provides opportunities which encoura

subordinates to ezpand their roles, Mnd.r
importsaot tasks, and learn by doing.
Delegates and bolds subordinates scooun-

table. R good perfor arrects
shorteomings. Provides rtunitiss for
training which support essional growth.

®

Crum dulhnﬁ:g ®tuations which prompt
‘ly hugh level Melﬁmwut of le
work group runs like “clockwork. ™

F slweys kpow what's going on and

ro ...y haodle the Ho'ds

suvordinates sccountable; provides timely
praisr and construcive ariicism  Prondes
active and creative training opportunities

®

¢ DIRECTING OTHEES

The ATicer's effectivencas in 1aflurn
direct.ing others in the accomplidun ol
aaks or missions

A EVALUATING RUHURDINATES

The esuot o which an officer eunducts. or
requires othere to conduct, sicurate,
uninflatad, snd timely svelusuons f(or
enlisted, civilisn, and officer pernmonnel

|©

An officer who has difTiculty controlung and
infNluencing cthers rfTectively. May not 1asuil)
wnlidence or enhance ecoperstion among
subordioaies and others W work san-
dards thsl mey be vague or musunderstood
Tolerswrs late or margpnsl performance
Falters in dufficult situations

@

A lesder who sarns the mgponuad ol
ment of others Sets high work standards
end expectations which sre clearly

undersiood. Requires le Lo owet thase
lundlrdl Evepohended. Keeps people
metivated and on Ursck even when “the go-
ng gew tough

A strong leader who commands respect and
10ptres others (o schueve resulls r.ot nonmnal-
ly atisinable. People want Lo serve under
his'her lendership Communicates bugh work
sandards and expectations which are clearly
understood Gets supenor results even 1o
ume aitical and dufficult situationas Wins
over rather than imposes wnll

Prepares evaluations that sre late, inconms
tent snth sctual performance, or oot withio
eystem guidelines “Second puesses” the
'ymm tta ofLro peed Lo be Impruved

't hold mibxord nates accoun
ublc for thelr ratings. Provides little or no
wunsling for subcrdinates.

®

Frepares evalustiona which are umely, faur,
accurale, and consistent with system stan-
dards Required narratives are toncime,
descriplive, and contnbule W understanding
subordinates’ performance and qualities
Seldom gets reporu re for correc:
uonud;unmcm Provides constructive
counseling wherv needod. Doss not accept in-
acourata, inflatml, or poorly prepared reports
f{roe others.

Prepares cvslustions which are always on
titve, fasr, accurate and clearly messure per-
formance against the standards. Never gets
reports returned for correction/ad,ustment.
Uses performance evalustion as & o) W
develop subordinales, and achieves notable
performance improvement. Sets an e2ample
1n supporting estahlighed guidelines

®

o. COMMENTS (Leadership S

Skills):
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8. COMMUNICATION SKILLS: Measures an officer’s ability to communicsts in 8 positive, clear, and convincing manner.

a SPEAKING AND LISTENING:

How wall an officer speaks and Listese (s in-
dividual, group, or public situations.

muu-.muuww
inappropriass

poor grammar,

distracting n
dienc:. Doss not ezhibit confidence wheo
apeaking mey be unprepared. 0 POOr-

ly; dossn't ive others s chance to apeak.

@

Speaka clearly and coherently. Gets the
P“MMNM—)
l-jdnnlnhahpivmndn:b:m
oee (V3 proauacis.
Lion: has 2 distracting manneriscs. Gives
others s chance 10 speak, listens well.

®

private and prablic situstions.
guestiree, inflections, end humor w:
phasize and persusde. Encourages w

respond; i an slisotive listever.

®

NO

b. WRTTING:

How well s officer communicates through
wnteo tnatenal.

Wntes metensl whih may be hard o
understand or does not support conclusions
mdnd.M-yunmwl.nuphnnc_
rambling seolences/paragrapha, or

grammar, structure, format. May overuse
Uve pangive voice. Own work or that of mubor-
dinates often peeds correction or rewrite.

@

Wries clearly and "mfly Materis! ad-
dresses subject, ﬂo-o wel uhuvu lnund

(.‘onnmtly wniles matens| which isan ex.
ample in brevity, elanity, logical flow, and

ed purpose. Uses
graphs, persons| pmmum and the ncuve
vosor. Avoids buresucrstic, tachrucal

or big words when little ones will do,.m
work or that of subordinates rarely neods
corTection of rewTile.

®

per Tailors writing to sudience, us-

m‘ spproprisie coaversations) vh wnit-
ten work never needs correction. W

subordinates mee’s same high

®

¢. ARTICULATING [DEAS.

Abulity to contnbute ideas, to discuas issues,
a0d to express houghta clesrly, coherently,
snd extemporanecusly. 10 small or large
Kroups, briefings, or meeungs.

May have valid sdeas, but lacks argunization
or 8 confident delivery. May argue rather
than . or may iolerject iftelevant
commanta Coatributes lithe Lhat is germane
or useful. Unreceptive W ideas of others

Expresses 1deas snd coNCspla 1 an organis-
ed, understandable manner. Pmnuoul’too
and con’s. U—nundnnom:’ £
off subject. Rmpunwbdln others.
qnnkvnll ‘off the cuff.”

Read:ly sstablishes credibility. Concise, pery-
suasve, and ¢ ng. Delivers ideas with
s convincing and common eenee.
Thinks things through. Clearly states ey
1ouse and consequences. Builds on the idess
of others “Think's well on feet”

in alt
situsticns.
O] 0) ©) ® ® ®
d. COMMENTS {Communication Skills):
7. SUPERVISOR AUTHENTICATION
8. SIGNATURE b. GRADE | c. SSN d. TITLE OF POSITION e. DATE

YA iuo‘[

THE REPORTING OFFICER WILL COMPLETC SECTIONS 8-13. in Section §. Comment on the Supervisor's evelustion of this officer (Optionall. Then for ssch of the reting
scoles in Section 9 and 10 cornpere this oHicer sgainst the rtandards shown and as3igh a mark by filling in the spproprists clicls. in the srea lollowing sach section dessnbe the bauss for the
mark glven citing specifics where possible. Use onty sliotted space. Complets Sections 11, 12 and 13

8. REPORTING OFFICER COMMENTS

¢ PERSONAL QUALITIES: Measures

selected qualiies which illustrate the character of the individual.

s INITIATIVE

Demonstrated abibty to move lorward, make
changes. snd o seek respornbility without
guidance and supervimon

Tends to posipone needed action Im.
plements change oniy ahen confronted by
necessity of directed o do so. Often over
tak+n by eventa. May suppress iniistive of
subo-dinates May he monsupportive of
changes directed by higher nuS\omy

@

Gews things done Alwavys sirives wo de the
)b better Makes improvements. “works
smarier, not harder = Sell-sarter, not afraid
of meking mistakes Supperis new
ideas'methods'practices snd efforta of others
o bnng sbout corstructive change Takes
Umely corrective action W svoid'resolve

problems
®

Ongpinates, hurtures, promoles, or bnngs
shoul new 1deas. methods or practuces which
result 1n mignificant improvements to urut
and'or Coast Guard not promote
change for sake of change Makes wor.
thwhile 1deas/practices work when others
may have ppven up Always takes pomtive
sction well sn sdvance

®

N©O

using expenencs, common sense, and
snalytical thought in the decision procsss.

makes wrong decisions

®

time considerations. Makes sound decisions
16 8 timely fashion with the bost informs.

tion evailable.

b JUDGMENT: Msy not show sound logic or common sense Demonstrates anslyvtical thought and com Combines keen ansiytics) thought and 1o
—— n mn)unx difficult decinons. Someumes scla mon senae I1h aking p! r decisions. Uses sight o make Umely snd successful deci-
Dunonmudmmy 1o armive at sound dear- uickly or tou lste, gets hung up In tects and expenence and considery the im. mons. Focuses on the fey umey and the orast
vous and wake sound recommendations by deu . or overiovks key elements Too oflen pect of aiternatives Weighs nek, cost, and relevant infonnation. eve in complex situa-

"n(ht time.

woviclrona; ability to socoept decisions con-
trary Lo own vwws and maks them worl.

popular. I..oy.lloCann

m

¢ RESPONSIBILITY: Usually can urnlodolhn(ht Possesses high standard of honor and io- ng in metiers of hooar and io-
—————— thiag. Normally mnu le for own worh I‘:{n'ly. Holds aelf and subordinstes accoun. tegrity. Places gosls of Coast Guard above
Demonatruted commitment L getting the b May sorept less than selial or le. Ketps commiUmenis eveo when un- pescaal ambitions and gaine. “Goss tbe ax
dove and to bold cos’s self sccountable for tolerate indiffersacs. Tends nat 1o get involv comfortable or dufficult to do wo Spuhup tra mile, and more.” Alwsye bolde self and
own and subordinales’ actions; cuurage of od or speak up » huppoﬂ.fw when neceesary, even if tion is un.
i counter Lo own

4 STAKINk

F-14

®

o during periods of ertended werk. May of axteadsd work with no lom bwlwhnu-b-l:-.‘mm“l
‘hndmrltbﬂﬂylomnhnnd.ﬂdlu poor deciswons, everiook fi o uctivity or safety. Works extra hours extended work. Can work long ovar
Uwsly cwadithons that are Stressful faus on wroag priarities, or loss sight - o gt the job done. Stays severs| doys and atill remain very predun
andior snantally or physucally fatiguing mfety considerstions. Balks at of in casol when the prewsure ls ou. Uve and safe. Thrives under otressful

tecessary overtsme. Becomes inume situations

sensitive stremsful situstions
« S50BRIETY. Use of slcohol sets pos sxample, or results Usss alcoho! discriminailely and in moders- Mests standards 1a ool for. Lo addit

— o reduoed job performance. May bring Usa, or not ol all. Job ormanos never af- holds supervisors secouniabls {or discourag:
The extent W which an officer exercisss discredit (o service Uvwugh aleohal fluenc. fectad by use of ; no discredit brought lqlmu-aduldw»
modars tion in Lhe use of alcohol and indure. of incidenls while off duty. Doss not seek 0 servios. Doss act Lolersts inlemperaie wse tUon Lo alosbhel related A
othars 10 do mme. halp for peaple with alcobol related pro- by ethers. aloohol sducation pro- loader in carvyiag eut aloohol educetivo pre-
blema. Fails to take Licnsly action W prevest grame and seekas help for thess with aloohol grama. Creeles leinwe time alisrnstives W

related problema aloobol use




{. COMMENTS (Personal Qualities): __ -

10. REPRESENTING THE COAST GUARD: Measures an officer's abilny to bring credit to the Coast Guard through looks and actions.

a APPRARANCE:

mmnwm“a-mm
MM n unifors or
.udnﬁ, lnila‘b subor-
dinsies to do the samm.

Hnymdnpnduﬂnu.
standerds. Crvilian attire way

-] Appears meat, cmart and well groomed in
asorm and civilian attire. Preseots

Always presents an impetcable sppearance.
Clnrly moets [mniu standards.
Demonstrsl and

phywcally Appearence. oubor- tee great care in
diratlas to conform to g iform |* t uniforms and civiliap attire.
standards and maintain s phywcslly trim Hnnm;tﬂu-ul trl-h-nlhuy.p
Sppearsnce. pearance. Fostary exce|
dress and physical sppearsace of subor.
dinates s

NO

b CUSTOMS AND COURTESIES:

mmm-m-mm»

mibtary customa, and courtesies
sod uniformly requires subardinatas to do
ihe mme.

Oeumnlly las in cbamrving basic military
crxuam. Masay oot

r-wa whn dealing with

ww-r
others. Tolaratas lax behavior so part of
subordinates.

®

Correct in confarming 0 mibtery tradibons,

cusioms, and courtasian. Conveys theis im-
mku&vnﬂmw
1o conflorm. Treats people with and
connderation; ensures subordinatas do the
Ame.

® ®

Always precise in rcnderiag military
courtaeies. Lnspires subordioates to do the
same. Exemplifies the finest traditions of
military customs, etiquetts, and protoco).
m&uwldnyhmwumm

ded to
everyons. Insists subordinsates do likewiee.

e PROFESSIONALISM:

How an afficer apples knowledge and ekills
in service Lo the public. The man-
oer 10 which an officar represents the Coast

M.ly be mmnlmm.: Cbolt‘s
objectives.

rﬂh«lﬁnuﬁmt ignorance. Does little

enhance self.image or image of Coast

Msy htMmdll'ednt wbﬂla h?wl;‘ 'Inlu‘

otbers. May lesd personal life which iafr-

inges o8 &-n Guard responsbilities or

image. @

Woll-versed \n bow Coast Guard ob
policies, procedures serve tde public;
municstes these effectively Strmightfor-
ward, Uve, and evenhanded 1n deal-
ing with public and government Aware
of i1mpect/impression actions may cause on
otbhers. Supports CG ideals Leads a persona)
life which reinforces CG 1mage

® ®

Recogrused s an expert 1o Coast Guard af-
fairs. Works crestively and confidently with
representstives of public snd government.
Lnspires confidence and Lrust and clearly aon-
veys dedication to Coast Guard idesls in
public and private life. Leaves everyone with
m positive image of eslf and Coast

®

d DEALING WTTH THE PUBLIC:

How sp individual acts wbeon desling onth
other services, oaes, busineases, the
wedis, or the public

@

Appears ill-atesse with the public or phedia
Inconsistent 1n spplying Coast Guard pro-
gremes o public sector. Fallers under
preasure. y taxe sotagooutic, or con-
descending approsch. Mekes 1oappropriste
stalements May embarase Guard e
some socisl eituations.

®

Deals foirly and honestly with the public,
tpedis and others al all levels Responds
mptly. Shows po fsvonusm Doesn’t f-fm
when faced with difficult situations. Comfor-
table 1n social situstions s acnsitive to con-
cerns expressed by public

® ®

Always self-assured and 10 coolrol when
desling with public, medis and others at all
levels Straigbtforward, impartusl, sod
diplomatic. Apples Coast Guard rulespro-
grams {sirly and undormly. Has unusual
social grace. nds with great powe to
provicative sctions of others

®

e. COMMENTS (Represanting the Coast Guard):

11. LEADERSHIP AND POTENTIAL. i~escnbe this oficer's demonstrated leadership ability and cverall potenuat for greater responsibility, promotion, special ascignmeni, and
comTand. Comments should be rulated to those areas tor which the Reporung Otficer has the approupnate background.)

12. COMPARISON SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION. (Considering your comments above, in line 8. compare this heutanant commander with others of the same

grade whom you have known in your career).

ONE OF THE
A QUALIFIED MANY COMPETENT PROFESSIONALS
UNSATISFACTORY OFPICER WHO FORM THE MAJORITY AN EXCEPTIONAL A DISTINGUISHED
OF THIS GRADE OFFICER OFFICER
. | | I
) S o FOR HEADQUARTERS USE ONLY .
13. REPORTING OFFICER AUTHENTICATION
a. SIGNATURE b. GRADE | c. SSN d TITLE OF POSITION e DATE
TR »O OAY
| | 1]
14. REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION O COMMENTS ATTACHED
a. SGNATURE b. GRADE | ¢. SSN d. TITLE OF POSITION o DATE
YA MO DAY
1 [ =1

® .S Goveramaent Priniing OMice: 1908—414-143




See Instructions Before Completing
(September 1985)

Ma: he reproduced. Two-sided copies must oe head-to-foot as original form,

[ NAME OF EMPLOYEE BEING RATED
{surneme first)
U.S. FOREIGN SERVICE
EMPLOYEE EVALUATION REPORT

TYPE OF REPORT GRADE Issn

REGULAR____ CAREERCANDIDATE _ _ VOLUNTARY ___ POSITION TITLE

INTERIM Change of rater duties . assighment ____

POST OR ORGANIZATION PERIOD COVERED

From To
RATER (type narme) REVIEWER (type name)
TITLE: GRADE: TITLE: GRADE:

I. EMPLOYEE'S JOB AND WORK REQUIREMENTS (Established by Rater, Reviewer, and Employee)

A. Describe the position and where it fits in the statfing pattern; indicste the number and kind of employees supervised,

B. Divide work requirements into two categories, continuing responsibilities and specific objectives (including, as sppropriate, professions! development
activities); delineste in descending priority order, Include specific requirements relating to needs of other agencies.

C. Describe any specisl circumsiances influancing tha work program,

F-16

FORM DS-1829 When completed on Foreign Service personnel, this is an efficiency report which shall be subject to inspection only by

September 1985 those persons suthorized by Sec. 6§04 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980.




FORM DS-1829 Page 2

Il. EVALUATION OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT (Complieted by Rater)

General Appreisal:

SFS Member, Adjustment of Selary Level—Performance was excellent or better O ves O ne

All classes —Performance was satisfactory or betrer (/1 no, see O ves O Ne
instructions for documenting unsatisfactory performance.)

8. Discussion: Performance—strengths and weaknessas—is evalusted in terms of the five competency groups listed below. (Sae instructions for definitions. )
All groups must be discussed with st least one competency from sach group. Support assessment with exsmples of whst and how work was done,

Substantive Knowledge (degree and leve! of functional and/or ares skills and knowledge, including where appropriste, technical career skills)
2. Leadership fpresence, effectiveness in oral communication, foresight, pasitiveness, and negotiating skill)

Manasgerias! Skills finterast in improving systems, concern for influence, objectivity of purpose, self<ontrol, schievemant orientation, and operstionai
effactiveness)

Intetiectual Skills fconcep tual ability, logical thinking, understanding of authority relationships, skill in written communication, langusge skills, and
cultural sensitivity)

5. Interpersonsl Skills (EED leadership and sensitivity, social sansitivity, teaching skill, counseling skiil)




FORM Ds-1829

o Page 3
i Il. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL (Completed by Rater)
A, General Appraisal: [Check block that best describes overall potentisl) N
1. For Career Candidstes only: Assessment of career potential as a Foreign Service Officer or Foreign Service Specistist:
O Unable 10 assess potential from observations to date
O candidate is unilikely 1o serve effectively even with additional experience
D Candidate is likely to serve effectively but judgment is contingent on additional evalusted experience
(O candidate is recommended for tenure and can be expected to serve successfully scross 8 normal career span
2. For other Foreign Service employees:
{0 shows minimal potentisl 10 assume grester “esponsibilities
(O Has performed strongly st current level but is not ready for positions of significantly graster responsibility at this time
{3 Hss demonstrated the potentisl to perform effectively at next higher level
{3 Has demonstrated potential to perform affectively at higher levels
Cl Hes demonstrated exceptionat potential for much graater responsibilities now
8. Discussion

1. Potentisl is evalusted in terms of the competency groups histed in Section 11, Cite exampies illustrating strengths and weak nesses in compstencies
most important 1o your judgment.

2. For career candidates, discuss potentisl for successtul service across 8 normal career span: for Senior Foreign Service, discuss potential for highest
and broadest responsibilities; for all others, discuss potantial for sdvancement,

C. Aress for improvement: The folluwing must be completed for all employses. Employees should be made sware of arsas where they should concentrate
their efforts to improve. Based on yout observation of the smployee in his/her present position, specify at lesst one srea in which he/she might best direct
such efforts. Justify your choice. (The response is not (o be directed to need for formsl training.)




FORM DS-1829

Page 4

IV. RATING OFFICER'S COMPLIANCE STATEMENT

requirements were established by rater, reviewer, and employee on

1.. applicable, requirements were revised on )

Employee's performance was discussed (candidate was counseled) on the following dates:
1. 2. 3. 4.

In the case of an unsatisfactary performance rating, this is also to certify that the requiremants of 3 FAM 521.2e {tenured empiayees), 3 FAM 657 .5b(2)
{employees subject to administrative promotion), 3 FAM 577 (FO Career Candidates) or 3 FAM 587 (Specialist Career Candidates) have bosn met.

Date Rating Completed

{Rater's Signature)

V. REVIEW STATEMENT (Completed by Reviewer)

|

A. ODiscussion: Give your assessment of the employee's performance and potentis! {if a career candidate, overall potantis! to serve effectiveiy st sli levels
oCross 8 normal career span, including FS-1 if an FSO candidatel. | possible support your evalustion by providing additionsl examples of performance
observed this rating period. Note difterences with the rater’'s appraisal or recommendstions. Comment on relstions between rater and employee.

B. Reviewing Officer's Complisnce Statement:

After reviewing this raport carefully, ) consider it to be complete, in conformance with the insiructions, snd adequately documented by specific
examples of performance.

Date Section V Completed

(Aeviewer's Signature!




FOF’ Ns-1829 . Page 5
VI. STATEMENT 8Y RATED EMPLOYEE

A. Discussion: This section is intended to provide the rated employee’s views on the period of performance sppraised and on career gosls and objectives.
You must comment on your most significant achievements during the period. You 8350 may wish to address pctivities or problems which may not have
been adequately covered in the report, or aspects of the appraissl which may need clarification or correction, You are encouraged to state your current
career goals including training and sssignments desired over the next 5 years. (Continustion sheets may be used.)

8. § acknowledge receipt of a copy of this report,

Date Section VI Completed

(Employee’'s Signature)

—
VI, REVIEW PANEL STATEMENT (Completed by Review Panel)
A, Exasmples of Performance: Specific examples have been provided to support the ratings given the employes. ___________ Yes {/f not, return to
rater for rewrite.)
8. Centification: This report has been prepared according to the reguistions snd contains no inadmissible materiol.
{Daste) (Panel Signsture}
C. Comments: (If submitted late, indicate who is responsible for delay.)

Viil. SUBMISSION CONTROL

RECEIVED IN POST/BUREAU DATE RECEIVED IN PER/PE DATE RELEASED 70
DEPARTMENT FILES
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| (when any part completed)
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(une fols ramplis en tout ou en parile) J

l* National Defense
Detfence nationale

PERSONNEL EVALUATION

RAPPORT D'APPRECIATION

REPORT DU PERSONNEL

Otficers Officiers
SUname matials SIN T T -ﬂlnh MOC
Nom ge tamitie 1nitialcs NAS Grace CEM
General Généralités

1. The Personnel Evaluation Report (PER)} — Qfficers is
designed to provide information for use at NOHQ in select-
ing officers for promotion, development, training, employ-
ment, retention and release. It consists of two parts to be
used as follows:

a. CF 1417 for reporting on all officers; and

.

b, CF 1418 for addiuonal reporting on all otficers of
Colonel rank and below {see Annex A to CFAQ
26-6 for speciai procedures for otficers 1n 3 foreign
establishment, internationgl staff, or seconded pos:-
tion}.

2. Detailed orders and instructions for completing the
PER are contained in the following references:

a. CFAQ 26-6 Personnel Evaluation Reports — Regular
and Reserve Force Officers — which prescribes the
policy and orders with respect to general reporting
responsibilities, reporting channels, occasions for
completing PERs, and other administrative orders
pertaining to the submission of PERs,

b. APC-268-000/15-000 — §.--nnnel Evaluating and
Reporting —~ Qfficers - w uch provides detailed
instructions for completing the PER.

1. Le Rapport d'sppréciation du personnel (RAP) -- Officiers
a pour but de fournir au QGON ia principale source de renseigne-
ments utilisés lors de la télaction en vue d'une promotion, de s
formation professionnelle, d'un cours de formation, d'un emploi,
du maintien en fonction et d'une libération. Le rapport est en
deux parties destinées 4 I'usage suivant:

2. CF 1417 sert 4 la préparation d'un rapport pour tous les
officiers; ct

b. CF 1418 sert a la preparation d'un rapport additionnel
pour les otficiers du grade de colonel ou de grade inferieur
{voir i'annexc A 8 'OAFC 26-6 pour dispositions speciales
relatives aux officiers dans des établissements étrangers,
avec des €tats majors internationaux ou en affectation
hors cadre.)

2. Des ordonnances ¢t des instructions cétaillées sur Ia facon
de préparer les RAP tigurent dans les pubiications suivantas:

a. OAFC 26-6 Rapports dapmiccistion du personnel  —
Officiers de la Force regulitre ¢1 de 1a Réserve -~ établit
Ia ligne de conduite ev ies formalités relatives sux exi-
gences géntérales de 1a préparation et de ia filidre de trans-
rmission Jdes rapports, ley citconstances exigeant |'établigse-
ment d'un RAP et autres ordonnsncoes sdministrativet
ayant capport 4 1a présentation des RAP,

b. A-PC.268-000/15-000 - Etablissement des rapports d'ep:
préciation du personnol ~ Officiers — donne des instruc-
tions détaillées sur 1a facon de remplir Iy RAP.

To be & vslid coreer document the PER must be
completed accurately. ft is imperativg, therefore,
thut reporting and reviewing officers read and
understand the detailed instructions in A-PC-268-
L 000/ 15-000 before commencing an avaluatiorn.

Afin de s'assurer gque le RAP demaure un document
valable, il doit §tre préparé svec la précision qui tul
est due. |l incombe aux officiers rapporteurs et révi-
seurs de lire et de comprendre les instructions détaeil-
iéas figurant & la publication A-PC-2068-000/15-000
event de rédiger las apprécistions. _J
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SECTION 1 —~ PERSONAL INFORMATION ~ INFORMATIUNS PIIABONNELLES

8. aital Status . Dsosnaent Chlidren (sex/age/school grade/languags of instruction)
tat matreimoniai Enfants b charge (sexe/89e/0nnée scoldire/langue 8'instruction)

€. Locstion of Oepongentt

d. Oste Moveo
Comicite des personnes d charge

Oaste ge géménsgemeni

e, Faciors Alfecting F uliire Postings
Facteurs pouvent Infiuer sur iss fulures affectations
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e Dapnues! 1N g Gatdlize Sunng Ly a0 g Lo dante wilb CUAD 266 e in
Jogermnands gue Vouposr e situslrun s1gns et confurtdment A FOATC 26-6 sult dans 18 18ngue

L.ngiipnh r) Frongh [ Eaglign mr Frengh
fangiaige Frangmite Angipise ou Foangaisy
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{when any part aempletee) {une fars ramplie an feul ou 1 parile)




- R ANAU NIN
. {vshen any part completed) {une fois remplie en tout cu en partie) .
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PERSONNEL EVALUATION REPORT - OFFICERS — RAPPORT D'APPRECIATION DU PERSONNEL - OFFICIERS

DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING ACSPONSE SPACES SECTION 2 — IDENTIFICATION OF OFFICER REPORTED ON
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a. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF PRIMARY JOB
a TITRE DESCRIPTIF DU POSTE PRINCIPAL

»

b SECONDARY DUTIES (by descriptive Utle only}

b. FONCTIONS SECONDAIRES {utre descriptil seuloment}

c. RANK FOR POSITION
c. GRADE DU POSTE
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SECTION 7 - COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT
SECTION 7 - EVALUATION COMPARATIVE

7-1 Reporting Officer - Otficier rapporteur

7-2 Reviewing Otficer - Officier réviseur

8. PERFORMANCE FACTORS/FACTEURS DE RENDEMENT

1 Acceptec responsibiliies and duties

i
1. A pris encharge des responsabiles ~ T TTTTTTS 1 @

et des fonctione

compelences au travail
3 Analysed problems or situations

4 tade gec:sions/took actnr
4 A pns des gecisions et des Mesures

§ Made plars ano preparations
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SECTION B - POTENTIAL

SECTION 8 - POTENTIEL

8.1 Reporing Officer - Officier rapportecr

8.2 Reviewing Officer - Otficier réviseur
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SECTION 9 - PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION

9-1 Reporting Officer -

. S
Officier rapporteur

9 2 Reviewing Officer - Ctiicrer reviseur

L DHLCEe y SRl e

NO NOT YET YES NO NOT YET . YES
SECTION 9 - RECOMMANDATION DE PROMOTION | non O )PAs encore O our O non QO |PAS encore O | ow QO

FOR NDHQ USE - A L'USAGE DU QGLN
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{when any part completed) (une fois remplie en tout ou en partie}
SECTION 10 - CETAILS OF JOE — RENSEIGNEMENTS SUR LE TRAVAIL
a. Unn b. Officist appointment c. COS date
Unite Poste officiel Date ge mutation

d. Unusuatl circumstances (if any)
Circongtances tnusitees (s’ y & heu)

SECTION 11 - NARRATIVE BY REPORTING OFFICER ~ EF()SES DE SITUATION DE L'OFFICIER RAPPORTEUR

(THE NARRATIVE NORMALLY SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THE SPACE ABOVE THE DOTTED LINE)
IL'EXPOSE DE LA SITUATION DEVRAIT NORMALEMENT SE LIMITER A L'ESPACE AU-DESSUS DU POINTILLE)

T Tuc apove 1N hese et
e Sres€nle JDRICCIALON 3 ele uett -
Signature Date
CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL
(when any part completed) (une foit remplie en tout Qu en partie)
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CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL

{when any part comptated) {une fols rampille en tout ou en partis)
CZCTION 12 — RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT —~ RECOMMANDATIONS D' INSTRUCTION ET O'EMPLOI
¢, Tralning b. Employment
instrucuon . Emplos
Rank. name ang avpuiniment Signature Date

Grage, nom ¢t poste

SECTION 13 — COMMENTS BY REVIEWING OFFICER — OBSERV ATIONS DE L'OFFICIER REVISEUR

1 g0 not know thig otticer 0 { know this officer slightly 5 | know this officer well M
Joe one connars pas du tout cet ofthicer Je ne connais Cel officier Qu'un peu Je conna.- i2n cel officier
Ranwk, name ang 3appuintmen? -
Grade, nom et poste slynature ]05‘0

1
SECTION 14 — COMMENTS BY NEXT SENIOR OFFICER — OBSERVATIONS DU PROCHAIN OFFICIER SUPERIEUR

1 g6 no' know thas ot ficer D 1 know this officer slightly M tknow tius officer well
Je ne conndis £as Yu 1oul cet offvaigr Je ne connais Cet officier Qu'un peu se connaiy blen cet officier
m by n
Rank, hame, appoiniment ana unit Signature Date

Grage, ncm, posle el umite

SECTION 15 — ADDITIONAL REVIEW — EXAMEN SUPPLEMENTAIRE

F-26
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